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WATER AS A GEOPOLITICAL THREAT 


THURSDAY, JANUARY 16, 2014 

House of Representatives, 

Subcommittee on Europe, Eurasia, and Emerging Threats, 
Committee on Foreign Affairs, 

Washington, DC. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 o’clock a.m., in 
room 2172 Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Dana Rohrabacher 
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. Good morning. This is the Subcommittee on 
Europe, Eurasia, and Emerging Threats and we are now in session. 
And I would first and foremost like to ask my colleagues, with 
unanimous consent, that Mr. Blumenauer, who has spent such con- 
siderable time and effort on this issue of water and the importance 
of it and world affairs today, and then the standard of living of our 
people, that he be permitted to participate on the same status as 
any other member of the committee. Hearing no objection, so or- 
dered. 

It is the Chair’s intention to have a short opening statement. The 
ranking member will have an opening statement. And I will give 
also time to Mr. Blumenaurer, as well as our other members, for 
short opening statements. 

So good morning. The subcommittee has convened and we wel- 
come our witnesses today as part of our emerging threats which 
is — that is within the title in our portfolio. We examine the topic 
of water as a strategic resource and its potential use as a threat. 
Those of us who have lived around water our whole lives may be 
unaware of how water may be manipulated maliciously for both 
material gain and for political coercion. Although in our country’s 
history, I think it is very clear that there were water wars and peo- 
ple in conflict or people in great accomplishments of people working 
together, that our country’s history is filled with focusing on the 
issue of water. 

Our witnesses today made clear such conduct is routine when it 
comes to countries like Communist China that routine conduct is 
manipulation of water for power’s sake. As our witness today, Gor- 
don Chang will explain, China’s illegal occupation of Tibet puts it 
in control of the roof of the world and thus, the headwaters that 
service half the world’s population. We could be confident that re- 
sulting water disputes would be handled responsibly and reason- 
ably, perhaps solved in international forums or in agreements like 
many other countries do, if that is we could be confident in that 
if China were a country that wasn’t the world’s worst human rights 
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abuser that has had no political reform whatsoever in these last 20 
years when we have seen such incredible reform in other and 
former communist countries. 

Our Congressional Research Service testimony makes clear that 
most of these matters in terms of water are resolved through nego- 
tiations and peaceably and I might say remarkably these issues are 
solved by people acting responsibly and providing leadership and 
reaching out to people and to find solutions. Some of the 300 agree- 
ments over the last 70 years have unfolded in that way. Today, a 
warning alarm is sounding about China’s control of such water re- 
sources because we have seen that China, even in the last few 
months, is not so reasonable when it is making its territorial 
claims. 

China isn’t the only flash point for the water issue, however, and 
water controversies are nothing new. Water is a volatile issue in 
the Middle East today, for example, but let us take a look. If you 
read the history, water played a very significant role in, for exam- 
ple, creating the environment that led to the Six Day War back in 
1967. Basically, that conflict began when the Syrian Government 
decided to dam up waters that were flowing into Israel followed by 
an Israeli air attack which destroyed those dams. Then Egypt and 
other Arab neighbors were called into the conflict and it almost led 
to a superpower confrontation which would have been a disaster for 
the whole planet. And that all began with what, a water con- 
troversy over how much water was going to be flowing into Israel 
and the attempt by Syria to dam up that water. 

Today, there are heartening signs, however, of cooperation in 
that same region between otherwise adversarial parties. The Red 
Sea to Dead Sea canal project is one that has potential of supplying 
water to Jordan, a country suffering from extreme water scarcity. 
Last month, Israel and Jordan and the Palestinian Authority, 
signed an agreement setting the path for a Red to Dead canal that 
would allow a desalinization plant in Aqaba, Jordan. Israel agreed 
to increase its fresh water that it sends to Jordan from the Sea of 
Galilee and the Palestinians will be able to buy cheaper water from 
Israel. It seems like a very good deal all the way around, but let 
me note it took a long time and a lot of serious negotiations and 
a lot of sincerity on both sides, or all three sides of that negotiating 
table, to reach that agreement. 

And let me just note one of the first assignments, and many peo- 
ple know that I was a speech writer for President Reagan, and my 
first assignment was to welcome and work with the President on 
his welcoming remarks for President Hussein, King Hussein of Jor- 
dan. And King Hussein of Jordan was the first visit to the Reagan 
White House, the first official visit. And I was supposed to work 
for the President on welcoming remarks and that was the first re- 
marks that I have ever written for a President of the United 
States, I might add, or anybody else. 

And the State Department sent me over a stack of things to look 
at, like that, and their sample of what they would want the Presi- 
dent to say which I, of course, discarded immediately. But I studied 
everything that was in front of me, and there was one piece of 
paper in that big stack of papers of things to look at that jumped 
out at me. And it was that there were negotiations going on about 
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the Red Sea to Dead Sea project that had just started at that time 
which was 1981 and so I looked at this and I said this is really a 
significant thing, that we have people who are politically so sepa- 
rated who are willing to sit down at a table because of how impor- 
tant water is and work together to try and find a solution. Perhaps 
we can use this as an example of the type of cooperation we should 
encourage. 

And so I decided I was going to write that into the President’s 
speech myself. And I had no idea that I could when I was hired 
on as a speechwriter that I would have this type of personal con- 
tact with the President of the United States. And it finally dawned 
on me when they said well, sure if you have got a good idea put 
it in there and we will see what the President says. And of course, 
he liked it very much and it was part of his welcoming remarks. 
But at that point, I really found out I had a pretty good job after 
all. 

We can take a look at what has happened, however. It has taken 
all of these years to come to an agreement. And I will say this, we 
should all encourage this process between Jordan, the Palestinians, 
and the Israelis because it might take long, but it is symbolic, as 
Ronald Reagan noted in his welcoming remarks to King Hussein, 
it is very symbolic of what can be accomplished by people even 
when they have other disagreements of how they can work to- 
gether. 

The situation involving the basin countries in the Nile River, for 
example, deserves watching and we need to look at this very close- 
ly because the Nile, of course, flows through ten different countries 
and Egypt is one of the final ones and basically Egypt views the 
Nile as its primary national security and economic lifeline. So with 
so many countries upstream, that is an area we have got to look 
and try to work with these powers to make sure that there are 
again efforts made for cooperation, rather than confrontation. 

This subcommittee held a hearing in July of last year on the dam 
controversy between Tajikistan and Uzebekistan and that was a 
controversy that is now at the high level international conference 
of water cooperation which opened up in August. The Uzbeks are 
arguing that the proposed Rogun Dam in Tajikistan would cost 
them some $600 million a year. Since this issue has not been re- 
solved, we will continue to monitor it closely but that shows you 
again how significant just an idea of how we are going to control 
the flow of water can be. Six hundred million dollars to 
Uzebekistan means, I would imagine, it has more — whether their 
kids are going to get educated, whether they are going to have a 
proper healthcare system in that country is being challenged by the 
fact that water is being controlled. 

One positive story deals with our border relations with Mexico. 
The United States and Mexico in 1944 signed a water treaty that 
has allowed us to resolve most of our border water issues relative 
to the Rio Grande and Colorado River. And let me note for the 
record that I have been — being from California, I have studied 
the — not studied as much as some of our witnesses have, I am 
sure — the history of water between California and the other border 
states and Mexico. And I think we have played pretty hardball 
with the Mexicans on this. And I think there have been very legiti- 
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mate complaints on the part of Mexico in the past that the United 
States was not operating with them with the same type of sincerity 
and the same type of respect that we should have been doing to 
a country that is our neighbor that we wanted to maintain a peace- 
ful relationship with. The 1944 agreement has gone a long way to 
try to clear up some of those problems that were around for a long 
time and we still have some issues of water that we need to work 
out with Mexico. 

Water is a significant issue and a potential geopolitical threat to 
much of the world. Our witnesses are a distinguished group of wit- 
nesses today. Jeremy Sharp is a specialist in Middle East affairs 
with the Congressional Research Service. Gordon Chang is an au- 
thor and a lawyer who lived in China for many years and has trav- 
eled regularly there since. David Goodtree at the Symposium for 
Water Innovation from Massachusetts is certainly a guest of our 
ranking member. We are looking forward to his testimony. And like 
most Americans, I have a great admiration for our witness’s father, 
and Maura Moynihan’s dad was, of course. Senator Daniel Patrick 
Moynihan who my generation of Americans looked up to tremen- 
dously. He sometimes gave the Reagan White House a few fits and 
I remember those as well, but his opinions were always respected 
and he had a major influence on political thinking in the United 
States. He was, of course, in my way of thinking, he was a heroic 
champion of human rights at the United Nations and as well as an 
Ambassador to India. Ms. Moynihan, of course, was with him in 
India and has done a great deal of work on her own in terms of 
the issue of Tibet and China and we are very happy to have her 
today to share her understanding of maybe the threat that we face 
with China still occupying Tibet after 60 years. 

So again, with unanimous consent I put the rest of the — insert 
into the record a bio of all of our witnesses. So ordered without 
hearing an objection. And I turn to Mr. Keating for his opening 
statement. 

Mr. Keating. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you for 
holding this timely and important hearing. I am also pleased that 
Mr. Blumenauer is able to join us today. Mr. Blumenauer and our 
fellow subcommittee member, Mr. Poe, have done an awful lot of 
work together on global water security, both in terms of increasing 
access to clean water and in promoting mitigation of conflicts stem- 
ming from water scarcity. 

I would also like to join the chairman in thanking our witnesses 
who are appearing today, particularly Mr. David Goodtree. It is a 
pleasure to see him. Almost as great a pleasure to see the cap that 
he has brought with him and placed on the desk of the Boston Red 
Sox. For those of you on the panel and in the room, that is the 
world champion Boston Red Sox and thank you for that thoughtful- 
ness as well. Mr. Goodtree is the co-chair and founder of the Sym- 
posium on Water Innovation in my home state of Massachusetts, 
an association of water technology industry executives focused on 
bringing clean, abundant water to global markets through tech- 
nology created in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. 

Mr. Chairman, it is clearly in the U.S. interest to work and re- 
duce tensions caused by water scarcity and promote access to clean 
water around the entire world. In 2011, the national intelligence 
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estimate, the U.S. intelligence community reported that over the 
next 10 years, many countries important to the United States will 
experience water shortages, poor water quality, floods, and other 
water problems that will risk instability and even state failure. It 
will also increase tensions between neighbors and distract partners 
from working with the United States on important policy objec- 
tives. 

While disagreements over water are inevitable, the good news is 
that the international community has an impressive track record 
of resolving water tensions through negotiation and cooperation. In 
the last 70 years, there have been 37 reported incidents of water 
conflicts involving violence. During that same period, roughly 300 
international water agreements were negotiated and signed. In- 
deed, recent history shows that the peaceful resolution of water dis- 
putes can be a useful diplomatic tool for building trust and coopera- 
tion. 

Looking forward, the key will be to find ways to promote coopera- 
tion between countries in cases where water is or has the potential 
to become a source of tension. Admittedly, this is not easy. Most 
countries view water as a sovereign issue and there are many cases 
where outside intervention is not warranted at all. Moreover, water 
problems are often connected to a broader set of political, develop- 
mental, and financial challenges. In the future, international ef- 
forts to increase access to clean water and promote sanitation will 
be just as important. 

According to the State Department, nearly 800 million people 
around the world do not have access to clean water. More than 1.5 
billion still lack access to improved sanitation facilities. Each year, 
more than 4 billion cases of diarrhea caused 2.2 million deaths. 
Most are in children under the age of 5. In addition to the lives 
lost, the total economic losses associated with inadequate clean 
water supply and sanitation is estimated at more than $250 billion 
annually. The scarcity of clean water and sanitation disproportion- 
ately affects women and children. In many countries, women and 
young girls bear responsibility for meeting the water needs of the 
entire family. Collecting water can consume up to 5 hours a day, 
time that could be spent in school or improving their families’ live- 
lihoods. 

Addressing water problems is a daunting challenge, but the 
international community’s successful track record and the growth 
of new and innovative technologies give us even greater reason to 
hope. As such, I am interested in hearing our witnesses’ views on 
the effectiveness of U.S. diplomatic and development efforts to pro- 
mote dialogue, capacity building, and the development and use of 
new water technologies, but also welcome our witnesses’ view on 
the role that regional initiatives could play in promoting coopera- 
tion, thereby reducing water-related tensions. 

One example is the new Silk Road initiative which aims to im- 
prove energy and trade linkages between countries in Central and 
South Asia. With that, Mr. Chairman, I will yield back and again, 
thank all of you for being here. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. Thank you very much. Mr. Marino. Colonel 
Cook. And I would welcome remarks from Mr. Blumenauer and 
again, appreciate the leadership that he is showing on this issue. 
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not only Republicans and Democrats, trying to get us focused on 
this issue. Your leadership, I think, has inspired me and the rank- 
ing member to call this hearing today. So thank you very much for 
being with us. 

Mr. Blumenauer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I deeply ap- 
preciate the courtesy of the subcommittee for being able to join you. 
I guess it is obligatory in a water hearing at some point somebody 
has to quote Mark Twain that “whiskey was for drinking and water 
is for fighting.” And your willingness to focus on water as an area 
of conflict, threat to the United States and others, is deeply appre- 
ciated. As I appreciate the support that you and the ranking mem- 
ber have given to the latest legislation that Judge Poe and I have 
introduced, the Water for the World Act which, if enacted, would 
help in some way address some of these issues. 

It is too often a hidden issue in foreign policy and the detail that 
you went through, both of you went through a moment ago, I think 
is very important and I wish somehow that it got more attention 
here in Congress. And this subcommittee meeting is moving in the 
right direction. 

The threats go beyond the shared river basin. As my friend, 
ranking member pointed out, in terms of the instability and threat 
by the staggering number of people that still, despite intensive ef- 
forts over the last 20 years, almost 1 billion with safe drinking 
water, more than 2 billion without access to sanitation, and the rip- 
ple effects that that can have. And I think it is so important to 
focus on the impact of families in these areas. And I do appreciate 
Mr. Keating talking about the fact that this is primarily a burden 
that falls on women and girls in families. There will, today, be- 
cause of that up to 5 hours spent globally, 200 million hours will 
be spent by women and girls gathering water and putting by the 
way often themselves at risk as they go from the village. 

The spotlight on China I think is so important and is welcome, 
as well as the — I didn’t realize the long history of this Red to Dead, 
but it is an example of where these can be positive. What we are 
seeing in Syria today, the experts tell us, is in no small measure 
a result of sustained drought that drove almost 1 million farmers 
to migrate to urban areas, hungry, jobless, and was a flash point 
for that initial protest against the regime as Assad had no interest 
or ability to deal with it. 

Over the next 20 years, we are going to see more urban insta- 
bility due to population increase, disease, poverty, and social un- 
rest. We have been working with the United States and inter- 
national partners making some progress, but we risk reversing that 
progress that we have made due to the explosive population growth 
that is going to occur in sprawling urban slums which is difficult 
and expensive to provide sanitation, quickly leading to pollution 
and disease. 

It was exciting yesterday to see our friends in the appropriations 
committee in a difficult budget climate responding to the challenge 
that a number of us have been working on with a 20 percent in- 
crease to give leverage to the State Department. I hope that the 
hearing will help spotlight what we might be able to do with the 
passage of the Paul Simon Water for the World Act which is also 
moving its way through the Senate. Elevate the existing position 
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of the State Department to better coordinate diplomatic policy; de- 
velop a coherent policy framework that will drive our policy in the 
right direction; build the capacity within the 

State Department to handle both the bureau and mission level 
issues and make sure that water sanitation and hygiene is re- 
flected in broader development and strategic planning documents. 

The leadership of this subcommittee is deeply appreciated. It is 
timely and it is an opportunity for us to take an important step to 
encourage some of the related committees, appropriations, defense 
authorization, as well as foreign affairs, to refine our policies and 
protect our progress. 

As you pointed out in your opening statement, Mr. Chairman, it 
is not only a threat, but it is potentially a solution and I look for- 
ward to this discussion. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. I appreciate that opening statement. And I 
also appreciate the mentioning of Senator Paul Simon who worked 
so hard when Mr. Moynihan was known for his work on human 
rights, but Mr. Simon was a person who saw the water issue as so 
significant. I remember when I was a young freshman, a long time 
ago, I got a call from Paul Simon when I mentioned that I thought 
water was an important issue and he took time to call me up and 
talk to me on the phone about how he thought that I had some in- 
sights that would be useful and be very important to follow up on 
on those insights. 

Mr. Blumenauer. Begging your leave, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Rohrabacher. Yes. 

Mr. Blumenauer. And both those gentlemen were charter mem- 
bers of the Senate bow tie Caucus. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. All right, with that I would ask the witnesses 
if they could condense their testimony to about 5 minutes and then 
we will ask questions. We will have panel dialogue and some ques- 
tions afterwards. 

Mr. Sharp, you may proceed. 

STATEMENT OF MR. JEREMY M. SHARP, SPECIALIST IN MID- 
DLE EASTERN AFFAIRS, FOREIGN AFFAIRS, DEFENSE, AND 

TRADE DIVISION, CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE 

Mr. Sharp. Chairman Rohrabacher, Ranking Member Keating, 
and other distinguished members of the committee, thank you for 
inviting CRS here today. I will provide an overview of the so-called 
Red-Dead Canal and its potential implications for U.S. policy. 

To the surprise of many outside observers, just over a month ago, 
the World Bank Headquarters here in Washington, Israeli, the 
Hashemite Kingdom of Jordon, and the Palestinian Authority 
signed a tri-lateral Memorandum of Understanding, or MOU. This 
MOU outlines a series of water-sharing agreements which includes 
the initial phase construction of what has been informally referred 
to as the Red-Dead Canal. The Red-Dead Canal is a decades-old 
plan to provide fresh water to water-scarce countries in the sur- 
rounding area while simultaneously restoring the Dead Sea, which 
has been shrinking at an alarming rate. The original Red-Dead 
concept was to pump water from the Red Sea and desalinate it for 
use by the participating countries. The leftover brine would then be 
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gradually channelled to the Dead Sea, helping restore the sea’s re- 
ceding water levels. 

Regional environmentalists have long criticized plans to restore 
the Dead Sea using Red Sea water. They warn that the transfusion 
of water from the Red Sea into the Dead Sea could have serious 
ecological consequences that would negatively impact both Dead 
Sea tourism and industry. In 2005, the World Bank sponsored 
what became an 8-year-long feasibility study of the Red-Dead 
Canal concept. Almost a year ago to the day, various media outlets 
reported that construction firms involved in the feasibility study 
had declared that the project was technically feasible, although it 
would come with a steep price tag, costing at least $10 billion and 
take years to construct. 

The Kingdom of Jordan has vigorously pursued the Red-Dead 
Canal concept. Jordan is one of the most water-deprived countries 
in the world and is constantly searching for new water resources. 
The civil war in neighboring Syria is exacerbating Jordan’s water 
crisis as over V 2 million Syrian refugees have fled to Jordan in- 
creasing the population by 9 percent within just 2 years. 

In August 2013, the Jordanian Government announced its intent 
to construct a scaled-down version of the canal entirely on Jor- 
danian territory. In terms of scale and cost what the Jordanians 
have announced and agreed on with Israel and the Palestinian Au- 
thority is far less ambitious than the initial Red-Dead concept. Es- 
timates suggest that construction of the desalinization plan and 
pipeline under the new MOU may cost between $450 million to $1 
billion. However, it is unclear who will pay for the new project. 

In essence, under the new MOU, Israel, Jordan, and the Pales- 
tinian Authority have agreed to a water swap. Half of the water 
pumped from the Red Sea will be desalinated in a plant to be con- 
structed in Aquaba, Jordan. Some of this water will then be used 
in southern Jordan. The rest will be sold to Israel for use in the 
Negev Desert. In return, Israel will sell fresh water from the Sea 
of Galilee to northern Jordan and sell the Palestinian Authority 
discounted fresh water produced by existing Israeli desalination 
plants. The other half of the water, or the leftover brine, pumped 
from the Red Sea will be channeled to the Dead Sea where its envi- 
ronmental impact will be monitored by an international consortium 
of scientists. 

So what are the implications for U.S. policy and issues for Con- 
gress? With the Obama administration and Secretary of State John 
Kerry engrossed in seeking an Israeli-Palestinian final status 
agreement, the timing of the MOU could complement overall U.S. 
peace-brokering efforts, though the agreement was between the 
parties themselves with reportedly minimal U.S. involvement. Ac- 
cording to Silvan Shalom, Israel’s Water and Energy minister, 
“This is a historic agreement that realizes a dream of many years. 
The agreement is of the highest diplomatic, economic, environ- 
mental, and strategic importance.” 

For Jordan, the MOU could be considered a major diplomatic 
achievement. Though the current plan is a scaled-down version of 
the original concept, the Kingdom will receive additional fresh 
water resources at a time of heightened scarcity, owing to the Syr- 
ian civil war. Nevertheless, as the title of this hearing suggests, se- 
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curity and political challenges remain. Arab cooperative infrastruc- 
ture projects with Israel could be possible targets for extremist vio- 
lence as has been the case in Egypt, where gas pipelines traversing 
the Sinai peninsula to Israel and Jordan have been repeatedly sab- 
otaged by terrorists. 

In the water-scarce Middle East region, water sharing agree- 
ments in the absence of a comprehensive Israeli-Palestinian peace 
may be considered risky. But there are also risks associated with 
doing nothing. If living conditions in Jordan deteriorated further, 
one could argue that the stability of a dependable Arab partner for 
the United States and reliable peace partner for Israel would be 
jeopardized. It is possible that Congress could be asked to consider 
appropriating funds to support the implementation of the Red-Dead 
Canal. Lawmakers could pose the following questions among oth- 
ers. To what extent will the project address water needs in Jordan, 
Israel, and the West Bank? What are the security risks and costs? 
Is the cost of the project on target? How will scientists monitor the 
environmental impact? And is the project scalable beyond the ini- 
tial construction? 

Thank you. And I look forward to your questions. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Sharp follows:] 
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rale. Tlie original “Red-Dead” concepi was lo pump waler from die Red Sea and desalinate ii for use by 
the participating countries. The leftover brine would then be gradually channeled down the canal 1 ,870 
feet to the Dead Sea, helping restore the sea’s receding water levels. Ilydroelectricity generated from 
water coursing down tliis gradient would power the desalination plants. 

Regional cnviromncntalists have long criticized plaas to restore die Dead Sea using Red Sea water. They 
warn that the transfusion of water from die Red Sea into the Dead Sea could have serious ecological 
consequences, including large scale growth of algae and formalion of gypsum dial would negaiively 
impact bodi Dead Sea tourism and industr>'. Some of these environmentalists propose instead that 
counlries should slop divening waler from die Jordan River, which feeds inlo die Dead Sea. 

In 2005. the World Bank sponsored what became an cight-ycar-long feasibility study of the Red-Dead 
concept (formally known as die Red Sea-Dead Sea Water Conveyance Study Program). Almost a year ago 
to the day. various media outlets reported that construction firms involved in the feasibility study had 
declared that the project was technically “feasible.” though it would come with a steep price tag costing at 
least $10 billion and take years to construct. Despite diese challenges, in one key passage of a draft report, 
some authors of one of the feasibility studies wrote that there are few alternadves. noting: 

“Whilst there arc on-going negotiations for a redistribution of existing water resources there is apparently no Plan “B” 
for the provision of a badly needed new source of fresh water for either Jordan or the Palestinian Authority. It therefore 
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seems inevitable that if the proposed project proves to be not feasible there will be a significant delay in addressing the 
serious walcr budget deficit in the region.”^ 


The Kingdom of Jordan has vigorously pursued tlie Red-Dead Canal concept. Jordan is one of the most 
water-deprived countries in the world and is constantly searching for new water resources. The civil war 
in neighboring Syria is exacerbating Jordan’s water crisis, as over half a million refugees have fled to 
Jordan, increasing Jordan’s population by 9 % witliin just two years. In August 2013, the Jordanian 
govemnient announced its intent to construct a scaled-down version of the canal entirely on Jordanian 
territory. 

In terms of scale and cosi, whal llie Jordanians have announced and agreed on with Israel and the PA is far 
less ambitious than the initial Rcd-Dcad concept. In the end. the original plan lacked international 
financing commiimenis. Apparently, potential investors were unsure of whal would result if brine was 
pumped inlo the Dead Sea beyond a certain level. The new plan does not include a hydroelectric 
component. Estimates suggest that construction of a desalination plant and pipeline under the new MOU 
may cost between $450 million and $1 billion. However, it is unclear who will pay for the new project - 
the Israeli or Jordanian governments, private companies investing in desalination, the World Bank, or 
other international donors. 'I'he reduced price tag presumably has a better chance of attracting 
international financial support. 

In essence, under the new MOU. Israel. Jordan, and the Palestinian Authority have agreed to a water 
sw'ap. Half of the water pumped from tlic Red Sea wall be desalinated in a plant to be constructed in 
Aqaba, Jordan, over the next three years. Some of this waler wall then be used in southern Jordan. 'I'he 
rest will be sold to Israel for use in the Negev Desert. In relum, Israel wall sell freshwater from the Sea of 
(ialilcc to nortlicrn Jordan and sell the Palestinian Authority discounted freshwater produced by existing 
Israeli desalination plants on the MedileiTanean. The other halfof the waler pumped from the Red Sea 
(or possibly the leftover brine from desalination) will be channeled to the Dead Sea. 

In the first phase of the plan outlined in the MOU. a limited infusion of Red Sea waler will be channeled 
through the canal into the Dead Sea, w'here its environmental impact will be monitored by an international 
consortium of scientists. According to the World Bank, '"this phase is limited in scale and designed to 
accomplish two objectives; to provide new water to a critically water short region; and the opportunity, 
under scientific supervision, to better understand the consequences of mixing Red Sea and Dead Sea 
waters.” 

So what are the implications for U.S. poiicy and issues for Congress? 

Wilh ihe Obama Administration and Secretary of Slate John Ken'y engrossed in seeking an Israeli- 
Palestinian final status agreement, the timing of the MOU could complement overall U.S peace brokering 
efforts, though the agreement was betw'een the parties themselves with reportedly minimal U.S. 
involvement. According to Silvan Shalom, Israel’s waler and energy minister. “Tliis is a liisioric 
agreement that realizes a dream of many years.... The agreement is of the highest diplomatic, economic, 
environmental and strategic importance.” 

for Jordan, the MOLI could be considered a major diplomaiic achievemenl. 'I'hough ihe curreni plan is a 
sealed down version of the original concept, tlic Kingdom wdll receive additional freshwater resources at a 


hittp://si teresoiirces.worldbank.org/TNTRnDSrtADnADSPA/Resources/reasibTlitv_Study_Report_Suniniary_RN. p 
dt 
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lime of heighlenecl scarcily owing lo iJie Syrian civil war, and Jordanian workers also may benefil 
economically from the creation of new infrastructure projects in the kingdom. 

Nevertheless, as the title of this hearing suggests, security and political challenges remain. Arab 
cooperative infrastructure projects with Israel could be possible targets for extremist violence, as has been 
the case in Egypt, where gas pipelines traversing the Sinai Peninsula to Israel and .Iordan have been 
repealedly sabolagedby lerrorists. 

Moreover, any uptick in Isracli-Palcstinian conflict could jeopardize the project. Israeli opponents of the 
deal could argue dial the Israeli governnienl could acl unilaierally lo parlially restore llie Dead Sea 
without the need to send additional water resources to Israel’s neiglibors. Palestinians who reject 
cooperation with Israel could oppose moving the canal project forward without a conflict-ending 
agreement wilh Israel in place delineating the lerrilorial and ripai'ian rights some of ihein claim regarding 
the Dead Sea and ils shore. 

In die waier-scarce Middle Easi region, waler-sliaring agreemenis in die absence of a comprehensive 
Israeli-Palestinian peace may be considered risky, but there are also risks associated with doing nothing, 
such as potential instability in a water-deprived Jordan. If living conditions in Jordan deteriorated further, 
one could argue that die stability of a dependable Arab partner for die United States and a reliable peace 
partner for Israel would be jeopardized. Over the past few years, rural southern Jordan has witnessed 
repeated protests coming from widiin tribal communities diat serve as the bedrock of the monarchy. These 
areas require economic development if they are to remain stable. 

It is possible that C’ongrcss could be asked to consider appropriating funds to support the implementation 
of Ihe Red-Dead Canal. Lawmakers could pose Ihe following queslions. among others: do whal extern 
will the project address water needs in Jordan. Israel, and the West Bank? What are the security risks and 
costs? Is the cost of the project on target? How will scientists monitor die enviromiiental impact? And is 
die projecl scalable beyond ihe iniiial consiruclion? 

Tliank you. I look forward to your questions. 
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Mr. Rohrabacher. Ms. Moynihan. 

STATEMENT OF MS. MAURA MOYNIHAN, AUTHOR & ACTIVIST 

Ms. Moynihan. Thank you so much. I have prepared a 
PowerPoint. First of all, I want to thank Congressman Rohr- 
abacher for your kind remarks about my late father, Senator Moy- 
nihan, and the distinguished panel. It means a lot. He was, of 
course, a great supporter of the rights of the Tibetan people and 
he took me to Communist China in 1975 during the Cultural Revo- 
lution when Mao was alive after we had lived in India. So I had 
a unique perspective on the nature of the Chinese state. And I 
have always believed if you really want to understand the nature 
of Communist China, study Tibet. And so I will proceed with the 
PowerPoint. 

Next. This is a NASA astronaut photograph of Tibet. One great 
success of Chinese propaganda is to persuade the world that Tibet 
is insignificant, that it is a lot smaller than it is, but it wasn’t until 
the 20th century, the era of armed warfare, airplane, and the tank 
that Tibet could be conquered. Even Ghengis Khan failed. 

So here is another NASA astronaut photograph of the Tibetan 
Plateau which is considered the third pole. It is the third largest 
ice mass concentration on planet Earth after the North and the 
South Pole. And in Asian folklore, it is known as the western treas- 
ure house because it is also one of the world’s largest suppliers of 
minerals. 

Next slide. This is a 1920s British map of independent Tibet and 
as you can see in the insert just how large the Tibetan Plateau is. 
Tibetan Plateau is a unique geomorphic entity with 46,000 glaciers 
comprising the world’s third largest ice mass, but what is signifi- 
cant about this in the age of water scarcity is that it is the source 
of the great rivers of Asia, the Yangtze, the Yellow, the Indus, the 
Ganges, the Brahmaputra, the Chenab, the Sutleg, the Salween, 
and the Mekong which flow through 11 nations, nourishing 3 bil- 
lion people from Peshawar to Beijing. They all rise in Tibet. And 
the preservation and the management of Tibet’s glaciers and the 
rivers they sustain is one of the greatest challenges facing human- 
ity in the 21st century because Asia is the most populist nation and 
industrial development and population growth is projected to dou- 
ble within the next 50 years. The combined effects of rapid develop- 
ment, decertification, and water scarcity has already create cycles 
of droughts and flood, food shortages and pandemics. But what is 
China doing about this? Shrinking glaciers, depleting aquifers. 

I am going to skip over some of this in the interest of time, but 
it will be available. Asia is now facing a very serious water crisis. 
Let us move to — today, all of Asia’s rivers except one, the Ganges, 
are controlled at their sources by the Chinese Communist party. 
There are very few international agreements that exist for sharing 
data and coordinating usage of these rivers. As developing nations 
manage water supplies as an economic commodity in the age of 
scarcity, water rights and laws must be appraises. However, China 
has refused to engage in any negotiations with the downstream ri- 
parian nations on the use of Tibet’s waters. 

Here is a map which shows where the major rivers come from. 
There is four that come from eastern Tibet and four that come from 
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western Tibet from Mount Kailash. Again, the Ganges originates 
just a few kilometers outside of control of the Chinese Communist 
Party. 

Now, most maps will only show U-Tsang Province which is in 
yellow as being Tibet, but in the 1950s and into the early 1960s, 
the Chinese partitioned Tibet as it moved from east to west. Amdo 
Province, Kham Province have all been partitioned into Quinghai, 
into Ganze, into all these other provinces, but this is historical 
Tibet, so you can see how large it is. It comprises almost one third 
of Communist China’s land mass. 

As you can see, this is another important map. It shows China’s 
grip on Asia and the occupation of Tibet gives China an enormous 
strategic and resource advantage. This is a map I got next from a 
Japanese Web site which — next slide, which shows the major eth- 
nic regions. And of course, China learned a lesson from the collapse 
of the Soviet Union which my father predicted would happen 
through the forces of ethnicity. China is, in fact, a multi-ethnic 
state. The one star of the Han and the four stars of the other 
groups declares that it is a multi-ethnic state. And as you can see 
in yellow that is East Turkestan, the Uighur people; Tibet, Inner 
Mongolia, and Manchuria. So there is potential for ethnic conflict 
also again over exploitation of resources. 

There are the three main faces of the Chinese Communist occu- 
pation of Tibet. Phase 1, 1960s, military invasion. And that is when 
the deforestation, especially of eastern Tibet began. Millions upon 
millions of acres of first-growth forest were destroyed at this time 
which had for many centuries functioned also as a barrier to pre- 
vent flooding into Southeast Asia and Southwest China. Phase 2, 
the death of Mao, the rise of Deng and these are details you can 
go into later when you have more time. 

Now we are into Phase 3 which is mines, dams, and war games. 
In Phase 2, a lot of military roads were built across Tibet. I have 
traveled over Tibet several times. As my friend and colleague, Paul 
Berkowitz said, it is very, very remote and you can see that there 
is no one to stop the Chinese. There will be no NATO. There will 
no NATO troops. There will be no U.N. peacekeeping forces. They 
control the roof of the world. And now because of the population 
transfer of Han Chinese onto the Tibetan Plateau, and the military 
infrastructure that they installed, they have been able to now in 
Phase 3 build thousands upon thousands of hydro-electric dams 
and mines and military airstrips and military garrisons. 

In 2000, China launched a vast development project called Xi Bu 
Dai Fa, opening a development of the western regions of Xizang 
and Tibet which together comprise half of Communist China’s land 
mass. And to date, at least 131 people inside Tibet have self-immo- 
lated to protest Chinese Communist assaults on their land and cul- 
ture. 

Could we move to the next? Some images manage to reach the 
Internet, but Time Magazine described the self-immolation in Tibet 
as the most under reported story of 2013. Next phase, here is a 
farmer that has self-immolated. What is one of the sources of this 
conflict? It is not just assaults on Tibetan culture and the Buddhist 
faith, it is the desecration of Tibet’s ancestral lands. 
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Go to the next. Here is a hydro dam on the Sengye Kabab which 
means mouth of the lion. Before these were Chinese rivers, Indian 
rivers, they were Tibetan rivers and there is an enormous body of 
folklore and mythology associated with all these rivers. Sengye 
Kabab means mouth of the lion. This is the Indus which flows 
through India and Pakistan. This is one of the many, many — okay, 
this is one of the most serious sources of conflict between Com- 
munist China and democratic India which is diverting the Yarlung 
Tsangpo, a Tibetan name, which is the Brahmaputra in the north- 
south water transfer program. The Chinese are building a tunnel 
to divert the waters of the Brahmaputra to northern China which 
has been suffering from extreme drought conditions for many, 
many years. And it is through an earthquake-prone zone. There are 
many complications. Chinese scientists have also said they 

Mr. Rohrabacher. Could you please repeat where you said the 
water is being diverted from where to where? 

Ms. Moynihan. From the bend in the Brahmaputra as it flows 
down into northern India and into Bangladesh. That is where they 
are building this very, very long tunnel project. The Chinese are 
building tunnels so fast, mostly with Canadian engineers and I can 
go to the next. Here is some more of the dams. We can go into that 
more in detail. Here is a dam on the Mekong. There are over seven 
hydro-electric dams on the Mekong which is the main source of 
fresh water for all of Southeast Asia. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. Is that actually affecting the amount of water 
that flows into Southeast Asia then? 

Ms. Moynihan. Absolutely. Water flows on the Mekong are said 
to be down 40 to 50 percent and fish stocks have also declined dra- 
matically. And I met with several Thai senators who were flown by 
the Chinese Government to northern Tibet to look at the dam 
projects of which they are very proud and the Thai senators 

Mr. Rohrabacher. And that water is going to be used in China? 

Ms. Moynihan. Pardon? 

Mr. Rohrabacher. The water then, rather than flowing into the 
Mekong which is a very wide river, now you say the water is being 
diverted from there to and it is staying in China then? 

Ms. Moynihan. Yes. It is being used to create reservoirs that 
mostly serve southern Tibet and southwestern China and to create 
hydro-electric. And in the interest of time we will continue. Here 
is another power station on the Brahmaputra. We skipped ahead. 
That is okay. 

This is a very important map created by my friend, Michael 
Buckley, whose Web site meltdown in Tibet, I encourage everybody 
to visit. This shows some of the hydro dams on the Drichu, the 
Zachu, and the Gyalmo Ngulchu which are the Mekong, the 
Salween and the Yangtze. Just look how many hydro-electric dams. 
There are dams that are 10 to 15 feet high and the tallest dam in 
the world is on the Mekong. The widest dam is at Three Gorges 
on the Yangtze. But you can ese this is creating a looming environ- 
mental crisis in all of South and Southeast Asia. 

Next slide. China has over 300,000 dams. It is the world’s num- 
ber one dam builder. You can see most of the concentration of dams 
are in Tibet, the four rivers of eastern Tibet. Tibet was always 
called in the nation’s folklore the western treasure house because 
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of the mineral, oil, gas, and salt deposits. Again, you can study 
these maps in detail. 

Another important issue is the decline of permafrost in Tibet 
which will release methane gas and the shrinking glaciers are also 
of tremendous concern. If we go to the next, there is the map of 
the melting permafrost. 

Next slide. This is a glacial lake created near the Rongbuk gla- 
cier on the northern side of Mount Everest in Chinese-occupied 
Tibet. In the last 90 years, the glacier’s tail has lost 90 vertical me- 
ters in depth. 

Go to the next slide. This was an exhibit at the Asia Society 
called “Rivers of Ice” by the famous American mountaineer David 
Breashears. You can see since the 1930s when the top photograph 
was taken how much ice mass has been lost on the north face of 
Everest. Here are some more images. I encourage you to go to the 
Asia Society Web site. You can see more. 

Now why is this one of the most under reported stories in the 
world? China spends so much time attacking the Dalai Lama, the 
distinguished Nobel Peace Prize laureate who has lived for almost 
55 years in exile in India. What has this done? It confused dip- 
lomats, but it subverts all discussions of the exploitation of Tibet’s 
resources. My dad always said the Chinese have a perverse obses- 
sion with the Dalai Lama, but it works because it diverts every- 
one’s attention to this strange obsession they have and we are not 
talking about what is going on in Tibet — next slide, please — ^be- 
cause Tibet is a war zone. 

In 2012, Chinese Defense Minister Liang Guanglie said, 

“In the coming 5 years, our military will push forward with 
preparations for military conflict in every strategic direction. 
We may be living in peaceful times, but we can never forget 
war, never send the horses south or put the bayonets and guns 
away.” 

So the Chinese are not about to engage in any negotiation, which 
you see are possible in the Middle East and other conflict zones, 
about the use of Tibet’s waters. There is a map next of China’s 
military investment and expansion. Tibet is also a strategic launch- 
ing pad for drones. The Chinese have stolen drone technology from 
American firms and an American State Department official went to 
an air show in southern China and was alarmed to see all these 
drones. And they have installed many of these drones in six new 
military airports they have built in southern Tibet. They can reach 
India. They can reach New Delhi in 20 minutes. 

The Chinese Communist Party, however, is facing a crisis of le- 
gitimacy at home and abroad. My colleague, Gordon Chang, can 
speak to this. 

Next slide. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. We should probably move on to the next tes- 
timony. 

Ms. Moynihan. This is my last slide. What is the price of ap- 
peasement? For six decades the People’s Republic of China has 
raped and pillaged Tibet without impediment or penalty, but the 
world will pay a high price for ignoring the Chinese Communist oc- 
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cupation of Tibet. Ghengis Khan is said to have uttered the famous 
phrase, “He who controls Tibet, controls the world.” Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Ms. Moynihan follows:] 
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British map of independent Tibet in the 1920’s 





TIBET: PLANET EARTH^S THIRD POLE 


The Tibetan Plateau is a unique geomorphic entity, its 
46,000 glaciers comprise the Earth’s third largest ice mass, 
riiis “Third Pole” is a vital component ol the pUuiet’s 
ecosystem, filled with minerals, timber and above all, water; 
"fibet is the Ibiint ol the Y^mgtze, Yellow, Indus, (bulges, 
Brahmaputra, Chenab, Sutlej, Salween and Mekong, which 
How through 1 1 nations, nourishing three billion people from 
Peshawar to Beiiing. 


The preservation and management of Tibet’s glaciers and the 
rivers they sustain is one of the greatest challenges facing 
humanity in the 2 1 st century. Tibet’s waters flow through 
eleven countries, where population growth and industrial 
development is projected to double within 50 years. The 
combined effects of rapid development, desertification and 
water scarcity has already created extreme cycles of 
droughts and floods, food shortages and pandemics. 



SHRINKING GLACIERS, DEPLETED AQUIFERS 


In 2009 the United Nations Inter-Govemmental Panel on Climate Change 
reported that the glaciers on the Tibetan Plateau, the source of fresh water 
for a fifth of the world's population, are receeding at an alarming rate. 
Temperatures in Tibetan are rising 7 times as faster than in China. 

Scientists predict that most Tibetan glaciers could vanish by 2035 if present 
levels of carbon gas emissions are not reduced. Carbon emissions must be 
cut by 80% by 2030 to preserve the glaciers, of Tibet, the source of water 
for, China, India, Bangladesh, Pakistan, Burma, Thailand, Vietnam and 
Laos. 

Asia is now facing a shrinkage of river-based irrigation water supplies, 
which will disrupts grain and rice harvests. Overpumping is swiftly 
depleting underground water resources in India and China. Water tables are 
rapidly falling in the North China Plain, East Asia’s principal grain- 
producing region. In India, wells are going dry in almost every state. 

The United States international climate negotiator Todd Stem stated "the 
science is clear, and the threat is real. The facts on the ground are 
outstripping the worst case scenarios. The costs of inaction-or inadequate 
actions-are unacceptable." 



Industrial Development in an Age of Scarcity 


70% of the world’s irrigated farmland is in Asia. China and India, the world’s 
most populous nations and largest grain producers, have millions of new 
irrigation projects that are rapidly depleting aquifers. Satellite images released 
in August 2009 by the National Aerospace and Space Administration (NASA) 
of the United States show massive depletion of groundwater storage in 
Rajasthan, Punjab and Haryana during the 2002-2008. Indian government data 
shows that major reservoirs have shrunk by 70% since 2000. 

Deglaciation on the Tibetan Plateau, combined with depletion of underground 
water resources, could create “permanent famine conditions”, as described by 
the environmental scientist Lester Brown in his 1995 Worldwatch Institute 
report “Who Will Feed China?” 

China’s growth has pushed rivers system to a dangerous tipping point. Two 
thirds of all cites in China are short of water, agricultural runoff from chemical 
fertilizers, industrial effluent and urban waste have poisoned reservoirs. 
China’s Environmental Protection Administration reports that that 
environmental protests are rising by 50% a year. Since 1949, two-thirds of the 
Yangtze Valley lakes have disappeared, today the total surface area of lakes in 
the middle and lower Yangtze Valley has shrunk from 18,000 square 
kilometers to 7,000 in 50 years. 



Today, all but one Asia’s maior rivers - the Ganges - are 
controUed at their sources bv the Chinese Conununist Party 

In a mere quarter centur>' the People’s Republic of China has risen from poverty 
and isolation into the 21st century’s emergent superpower. China’s rise as an 
industrial and militar>' super power has dramatically altered the global balance of 
power in the quest for what remains of the planet’s resources. The Chine,se 
govcnimeiil disniis.ses eoiiccnis of it.s own seienli.sl.s and tlio.se of iieighlKiriiig stales, 
alarmed by a sudden decline in water levels and fish stocks, caused by hydro dams. 
China has increa.sed militari/alion ol tlie 'I'ilK'tan Plateau and sUictly conUols 
journalisLs, .scientists and inteniational ohsen'ers who seek to research conditions in 
libel. 


Few international agreements exist for sharing data and coordinating usage of these 
rivers. As developing nations manage water supplies as economic commodities in 
an age of scarcity, water rights and laws must be reappraised in the context of the 
climate crisis. The effects of receding glaciers and rivers choked by hydro dams 
will be felt well beyond the borders of the Tibetan Plateau, with profound impacts 
over a wide area in Asia and great risks of increased poverty, reduced trade and 
economic turmoil. In die 19!)()’.s China refused to sign die UN Ueaty on Uiuis- 
houndaiy rivers. 


Since Chairman Mao invaded Tibet in 1951, China has administered a huge 
military infrastructure across the Tibetan Plateau, which gives China a continuous 
border with Thailand. Burma. Bhutan. India, Nepal and Pakistan, and is now filled 
with military' airfields and PLA battalions. In the coming age of “water wars”, 
China has a firm hand on the water tower of Asia. 
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MAO’S ANNEXATION of TIBET, EAST TURKESTAN and INNER MONGOLIA 
doubled the size of the CHINESE COMMUNIST EMPIRE. Chinese officials are 
intensifying military assaults on minorities who resist Siniilcation, citing ETHNICITY as 
a a large factor in the collapse of the former Soviet Union. 

I 15.849.088 160.9*1 
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THE THREE PHASES of the CHINESE 
COMMUNIST OCCUPATION of TIBET 

PHASE 1: 1950’s - 1960^s: MILITARY INVASION 

From 1951^6, Khampa Warriors fight back against Chinese aggression. THE PLA sends reinforcements, 
thousands of survivors iiom Kham and Amdo are driven into Utsang. 

In 1957 HHDL and Panchen Rinpoche go to Varanasi for Buddha Jayanti: HHDL asks Nehru for refuge to 
expose Chinese atrocities in Tibet. Cho Enl.ai tells Nehru to send HHDL back to Tibet Two years later, the 
Chushi Gandruk delivers HHDL to In dian custody. Nehru’s Hindi-Chini Bhai-Bhai policy, which gave C hina 
control of Tibet, becomes one of the great blunders of the 20’^ century. 

1959: HHDL esc3ne..s to India . PL\ troops slaiiglitcr Tibetan civilians and commence looting atui razing of over 
(>,000 monasteries, file PIA adviuices to the Itoirlers of India, Bliiitan, Sikkim, Nep:d and Isulliak. 


In 1962 China invades India firom the Tibetan Plateau tmd occupies laige swaths of Indian tenitory, India is 
tleleated, China conmiences its niilitar)’ consolidation tlie plateau, nnliindered. 

1963: ril>et is se:de<l behind the H:unl>oo Citrtain iuid caitglit in the catastrophe of the Great Ia.-ap Foiwanl, 
wherein (iOdlO million people die under Mao’s adoption of the Sosiet mexlel of < ollecti\ izx-d limning. 1.2 
ril>elans, likely more, are killed through tinned conllid and ramine. NO news of conditions inside C hina 
Tibet reaches international govenunents or media. US launches the Viemam War to con tain Chinese 
expansionism, while millions in China are starving to death. 

Chinese Military Engineers build ro.ids .across and install military h.Tses and .mned encampments .across the 
Tilielan Pl.ate.au. Millions of acres ofxargin forest is cleaiK iit and shiiiped to the maiidand. 



CHINA IN TIBET: Phase 2: 1970-1980’s: 
The DEATH of MAO and the rise of DENG 


ORPHANS OF THE COLD WAR: The Tibetan people are imprisoned behind 
the Bamboo Curtain throu^out the Cultural Revolution, which is extremely vicious 
in Tibet 

1976 Mao Zedong dies. 1981 Deng Xiaoping comes to power. Deng launches the 
policy of “Reform and Opening Up”. Chma birilds the Friendship Hi^way linking 
Lhasa and Kathmandu. 

1980; Yu Habong visits Tibet and writes his famous White Paper condemning 
China’s treatment of the Tibetan people. The Deng regime relaxes restrictions on 
Tibetan religion and culture. In 1981, China issues the first tourist visas to Tibet for 
western travelers. 

MILITARY ROADS built by the PLA across Tibet in Phase 1 of the occupation, 
allow massive population transfer of Han Chinese onto the Tibetan Plateau. 

The roads also facilitate a 2"'* exodus of refugees to esci^ from Tibet; since the 
1980’s over 20,000 preople have escaped from Tibet 

1987: Anti-Chinese demonstrations break out in Lhasa. For the first time since the 
Chinese invasion, tourists capture images of extreme military repression. 

These images reach the international press; China’s Tibet is at last EXPOSED - and 
CHINA DECLABES MARTIAL LA W 



CHINA IN TIBET: Phase 3: 1990’s 2000’s 
MINES, DAMS and WAR GAMES 


• 1988-1989; MORE demonstrations in Lhasa are csqitured by tourist cameras. China 
sUirLs rcsUictin;; \icslcni tourists l)y periodically haiiiiiiig ^^'cstc^l tourists. 

• 1989: 'I’lie Berlin W'all goes domi, but die d’iauaumeu Siiuare Massacre follows: d'he 
death of Hu Yahoug suiuiuoiis millioiis of Chinese mouniei's into the streets of 
Beijing, (iorhaehex arrives in Beijing, students from Beijing I 'niversity launch a 
hunger sU ike in sujipoit of deinoeratie refonns in China’s goi ernment. .\fter a 
month-long stand-oil, Deng ordeis PL\ tnnips into the stiuare to emsh the 

protestors, 'riiousands of nnanned Chinese eiti/ens are slaughtered. co 

to 

• In resFtonse to the Tiananmen Square Massacre, HH Dalai Lama is 
awarded the 1989 Noble Peace Prize. 'I'lie tme histoo’ of the China’s raiie and 
pillage of Tibet is exiKised. BUT as HHDLs’ Start rises, China cracks down 
harder on the people of Tibet 

• 1995 : Despite pressure from the US congress and rights groups, 

US President Bill Clinton grants China MFN: Most Favored 
Nation Trading Status, removing all trade sanctions imposed on the PRC after 
The Tiananmen Square Massacre. China implements die Strike Hard” Polie)’: 
hanning all images of HH l);ilai Duna, enforeing Communist Re-edueation at 
monasteries, aggiessh e suppression of T’ihcUin cdinie idendt)’. 



CHINA IN TIBET: Phase 3: 1990’s 2000’s 
Mines, Dams and War Games continued... 


2000: China is gmated entry into the World Trade 
Organization and launches XI BU DAI FA: ” rhc Opening Up oi tlio 

W estern Regions” a vast iiulustiial development ])lan, to exploit and extiaet 'Fibet’s 
vast natural resources, laeilitated by niil and roadway exjtansion. 

2001: 9/11 strikes New York City. Cbina lades from international attention and 
scrutiny, and accelerates exploitation ol Fibet’s natural resources. C'binese engineers 
launeb construction of huge mining oi)erations and hydro dams on l ibet’s livers, 
wbicb Ilow into .South and .Soutlieast .\sia. 

2006: The Qin^ai-Xizai^ railway OPENS in LHASA, bringing 

millions of tourists into Tibet I'be railroad also liu ilitates tlie transport ol 
minenils, stone and lumber Irorn l ibct, and biings over 2.5(),(K)() C'binese engineers 
into I'ibet. 

2010: China announces that it has built 6 military airfields in Utsang, 
and debuts a new fleet of drone aircraft, uidi technology die US < laims has 
been stolen by Chinese .spies. .\ 2012 U.S Dept. ol Delense report to Congicss on 
China's miliUuy caiiabilities notes lieijing's inisb to develop longer-range unmanned 
aircral t, including armed drones, "cxirands China's ojrtions lor long-range 
reconnaissance and strike.” 



In 2000 China launched a vast development proiect entitled “Xi 
bu dad fa”, the “Opening and development of the Western 
Regions” of Xiniiang and Tibet which tpgethcr comprise half of 

China’s land mass. 


l’( )Pri A'riON 'I'RANS'rKU: A massive iiilliix orCliiiicsc sclllci-s, urbaiii/iilioii and Idrccd 
rcl(X’a(i()ii of nomads s\»'il'tly followed. 'I'he Xiziuig raihwn', which opened in 2()()h, li-anspoi1s d'ihc(’s 
va.sl supplies of minerals, s(one and litml)er to the mainland and hnngs in a 11(x>d of Chinese 
engineei's and lahorei's who haw hnill at least HiO hydro dams across 'rihcl and have plans for 
hundrerls more. 


The Chinese government is aggressively re-settling Tibetan nomads and pastoralists into concrete co 

housing complexes. Xinhua, the Chinese state run media, claims the resettlement is necessary to 
protect the source area of key Chinese rivers in north-west China's Qinghai province. Dr. Andreas 
Schild, the Director General of the International Centre for Integrated Mountain Development 
said; “Mountains without mountain people will be not sustainable.” 


MI.NRS and D.WI.S: Chinese engineei's now operate multiple dams and mines all across Tibet, 
|X)llnting the rivers at their sonree - yon can find images on (hx)de t,:nlh aixl on Michael Buckley’s 
comprehensive website www.meltdorvnintibet.com 

The Chinese mainland is also imperiled: in April 2013, Yangtze River water flows were at their 
lowest level in record. Dams and industrial waste have caused the Yellow River to dry up before it 
reaches the sea. Large swaths of northern China have had no snow or rain since 2008. Nearly half 
of China's wheat crop, covering of 9.5 million hectares, was afflicted by drought. In 2008 China’s 
State Council admitted: “ By 2030, China will have exploited all its available water supplies to the 
limif. 



To date, at least 131 people inside Tibet have self-immolated to 
protest of Chinese Communist assaults on Tibetan religion and 
culture and the desecration of Tibet’s ancestral lands. 


There is another potent source of this explosion of Tibetan outrage, 
which receives negligible international coverage; the covert history of 
China’s rape and pillage of Tibet’s ancestral lands and waters. 

The elemental facts about Tibet’s size, wealth of natural resources, and its 
strategic location on the Eiuasian Continent, are not widely understood, but 
satellite images, maps and environmental studies of the Tibetan Plateau 
reveal the enormous resource and strategic advantage gained by its capture, 
and explains wiiy China refuses to enter into dialogue with the Dalai Lama, 
or share information with the nations of South and Southeast Asia about the 
exploitation of Tibet’s lands and waters. 


CHINA’S OCCUPATION of TIBET has created a looming 
environmental catastrophe for the nations of South and Southeast Asia, but 
China refuses to discuss its development plans with neighboring states. 



TIME MAGAZINE states that despite the wave of self- 
unmolations in Tibet is the "Mos t under-reported story of 2013 
Doq'ee, an 18 year-old Tibetan , self-immolated in Amdo, Tibet 
on March 5th, 2013, to protest Chinese rule. 





Sonam Dhargyal, a 44-year-old farmer, shouted for the return of His 
Holiness the Dalai Lama to Tibet before setting himself on fire in 
Rongbo in the morning of 17 March, 2012 
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Manwan Dam, Mekong River, Yunnan 
Capacity 1,750 MW, wall-height 132m 



HYDRO-DAMS in on the Drichu, Dzachu and Gyalmo Nyulchu... 

Drichu (Yangtze). Zachu (Mekong) and Gyalmo Ngulchu (Salween) Hydropower Projects 
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NEW lakes caused by glacial melt near Rongbuk Glacier, north 
side of Mt Everest, Tibet In the last 90 years the fader's tail has 
lost over 90 vertical meters in depth 


TIBET’S MELTING GLACIERS: EVEREST over 50 YEARS, from 
David Breashears’ exhibition “River of Ice” at the Asia Society 
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CHINA’S ATTACKS on the DALAI LAMA SUBVERT DISCUSSION of 
the EXPLOITATION of TIBET’S RESOUCRES 


China has succeeded in its mission to isolate and discredit the Dalai Lama by 
punishing heads of state who meet with the Tibetan leader and threatening any 
institution that invites him to speak, thereby stifling any discussion of China’s 
oppressive and destructive governance of Tibet. 

A study from the University of Gottingen in Germany of countries vdiose top leadership 
met with the Dalai Lama, showed that they incurred an average 8.1 percent loss in 
exports to China in the two years following the meeting. Called the 'Dalai Lama Effect,' 
the found the negative impact on exports began \^en Hu Jintao took office in 2002. 


China’s obsessive demonization of the Dalai Lama, the distinguished Nobel Peace 
Prize Laureate who has lived in exile in India since 1959, has succeeded in subverting 
all rational and increasingly urgent discussion of China’s exploitation of Tibet’s 
resources, and how Chinese mining and hydro dams projects across Tibet have created 
a looming environmental catastrophe in Asia, the world's most populous continent. 


Despite irrefutable evidence of the dangers of over-exploiting Tibet’s water resources, 
the Chinese government will not modify or downscale plans for dams, tunnels, 
railroads and highways across the Tibetan plateau. Of all the countries which depend of 
Tibet’s waters, the People’s Republic of China alone, can finance any project it chooses 
without recourse to international lenders. 



TIBET IS A WAR ZONE 


III 2012, Chinese Defense Minister Liang (juanglie slated: "In the coming live years, our 
militai')’ ^^ill push Ibnvard i)rci)aralions foi' niililaiy eonlliet in evciy sUategie 
<lireetion...\V’e may he li\'ing in pcaeelul limes, hut uc can nc\'cr forget uar, nc\er send 
the horses south or pul llie bayonets and guns away.” 


In 2009, eomi)uter analyst (heg Walton examined computers in the Dalai Dima’s 
Private Ollice in Dliaramshala and uncovered ‘‘Ghost Net”, a massive C'hinese cyher- 
esj)ionage liacking system which penetiiiled 108 counuies, as far as tlie jier.sonal la])top of 
I IS Defense SccreUuy Robert (iates. Sec. of Defense Robert Gates stated that “Chinese 
cyber espionage intrusions into US defense networks is nothing less than an act of war”. 


Tourists who have visited Tibet provide witness: .\ jily sic ian from Boston 
who went to Pibet in Nov. 2018, ohsened; “The rihetan people ajipeared totally 
dominated by a chilling degiee of militanzjilion and repression. I did not .see any nays or 
means by wliich llie I'ilietans could light hack against such ovenvlielming force. I could 
see i)et)i)le wanted to talk to me hut were too afraid...! have never seen such a ruthless, 
cruel and effective police state in my life.” 
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The Chinese Communist leadership is facing a 
crisis of legitimacv, at home and abroad 

The Chinese economy is in decline . For decades CCP propaganda has been highly 
effective in promoting China as the new military and economic super power of the 
21st century, but financial analysts are concerned about bad debt, a real estate 
bubble and declining exports. 

There are violent uprisings in China EVERY DAY; in 2010 over 100,000 
“incidents” occurred. The CCP propaganda machine is weakening. Chinese 
netizens are subverting Xinhua and censorship: images of police brutality are now 
widely circulated. 

China's “Peaceful Rise” is now seen as a threat to global stability. China has 
installed a formidable military-industrial infrastructure across the high 
ground of the Tibetan Plateau, with military roads, airfields, army bases, 
dams, mines bordering Burma, Bhutan, Nepal, India, Pakistan. At the 

ASEAN Conference in Bali in Nov. 2011, representatives from Vietnam and 
Cambodia vehemently criticized Chinese aggression in Southeast Asia and asked 
for American protection from the “Chinese Threat.” 


In 2013 Chinese Troops made over 200 incursions into Indian territory from 
TIBET. Chinese soldiers planted the Chinese flag in three regions of Bhutan 
that border Tibet, and are now claiming sovereignty over “Southern Tibet”, all 
Tibetan cultural zones in India, Nepal and Bhutan. 
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THE PRICE OF APPEASEMENT 


For six decades the People’s Republic of 
China has raped and pillaged Tibet 
without impediment or penalty 

But the world will pay a high price for 
IGNORING the Chinese Communist occupation 
ofTibet,.,So goes the old saying: 

HE WHO CONTROLS TIBET 
CONTROLS THE WORLD 
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Mr. Rohrabacher. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Chang. 

STATEMENT OF MR. GORDON G. CHANG, AUTHOR 

Mr. Chang. Chairman Rohrabacher, Ranking Member Keating, 
and distinguished members of the committee, thank you very much 
for the opportunity to appear before you today. My testimony will 
focus on how in a very unexpected way China’s water problems are 
affecting the United States. 

The People’s Republic of China, over the course of decades, has 
mismanaged and misused its lakes, rivers, and streams and the re- 
sulting fresh water crisis has, in the words of senior Beijing leaders 
created doubt about the future of the Chinese state. As a former 
Chinese water minister has recently said, “To fight for every drop 
of water or die, that is the challenge for China.” 

Beijing officials, unfortunately, have been fighting their neigh- 
bors over water. As Chairman Rohrabacher noted in his opening 
statement, China is the source of river water for more countries 
than any other nation, controlling the headwaters needed by al- 
most half of the world’s population. 

People’s Republic of China has 14 land neighbors, 13 of them co- 
riparians and as Ranking Member Keating has noted there are 
hundreds of water-sharing agreements in the world. China, how- 
ever, is not a party to any of them, even refusing to begin negotia- 
tions. The Chinese have commandeered Asia’s great rivers by 
building on average one large dam a day since 1949. And now Bei- 
jing is seeking to harness the river resources of a neighbor, Burma, 
for its own benefit. 

Since 2009, China has been building the Myitsone Dam, located 
at the headwaters of the Irrawadday River. It will be the first dam 
on that vital waterway, part of a seven-dam cascade, a $20 billion 
undertaking. 

Myitsone has been called China’s attempt to export the Three 
Gorges Dam, and it is more unpopular in Burma than that massive 
project is in China. The country’s former military government nego- 
tiated the deal with China without public consultation. So there- 
fore, those who dislike the junta and that was the overwhelming 
majority of people in Burma, dislike the dam. The project has also 
become a symbol of China’s exploitation of Burma. Now the Bur- 
mese junta renamed the country Myanmar. In a power-starved na- 
tion, about 90 percent of the electricity produced by the dam will 
be exported to southern China. 

Now the Burmese believe that Myitsone is unpopular also for 
other reasons. It will displace tens of thousands of the ethnic 
Kachin minority. It will flood historical and cultural sites, includ- 
ing what is believed to be the birthplace of Burma. It will destroy 
one of the world’s important biodiversity hot spots. It will rob the 
river of crucial sediments that therefore threaten the livelihood of 
downstream rice farms and it will sit near a major fault line. It 
would be hard to design a project that would be more unpopular. 
So it is no surprise that in September 2011, President Thein Sein 
suspended work on the dam. 

So why do we care? Well, within days, Beijing found somebody 
to blame. And that somebody is the United States. People’s Daily, 
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which is the Communist Party’s flagship publication started the at- 
tack by suggesting that the United States and other Western coun- 
tries had pressured the Burmese Government to suspend work on 
the dam. Beijing has a general view this anti-China sentiment that 
was bubbling up in Burma not as something that was indigenous, 
but was something that was a conspiracy in the West between our 
governments and certainly between pro-Western NGOs and we 
were all doing this, China believes, to undercut Beijing’s national 
interests. 

Unfortunately, the Chinese have not changed their views since 
then. 

“Following its opening up, Myanmar has become a main battle- 
ground for the world’s major powers, and the Myitsone project 
has become a bargaining chip in the resulting geopolitical 
struggle.” 

This came from People’s Daily on September 2, 2013 of last year. 

“Some analyses point out that Western countries, like the 
United States and Japan, will first have to ruin the Sino- 
Myanmar relationship in order to expand their influence in 
Myanmar and demonizing the Myitsone project is an opening.” 

The Chinese have still not figured out that they are operating in 
a new context in Burma. Instead, they see the U.S. lurking in the 
shadows causing it misery. Now, of course, the Myitsone project, 
despite what People’s Daily tries to say, is not an American issue, 
but what is important for us though is that Beijing’s first instinct 
was to blame the United States for its own failings in Burma. That 
certainly affects us and it is a warning that as long as the Com- 
munist Party rules China, it may not be possible to have good rela- 
tions with the Chinese people. 

Thank you, and I look forward to your questions. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Chang follows:] 
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Statement of 
Gordon G. Chang 

Subcommittee on Europe, Eurasia, and Emerging Threats 

of the 

House Committee on Foreign Affairs 

Water as a Geopolitical Threat 
January 16, 2014 


Chairman Rohrabacher, Ranking Member Keating, and distinguished Members of the 
Committee: 


It is a priviiege for me to appear before you today, and I thank you for this opportunity. 

My name is Gordon Guthrie Chang. I am a writer and iive in Bedminster, New Jersey. I 
worked as a iawyer in Hong Kong from 1981-1991 and Shanghai from 1996-2001. 
Between these two periods, 1 frequently traveled to Asia from California. I regularly go 
there now. 

I am the author of The Coming Collapse of China (Random House, 2001) and Nuclear 
Showdown: North Korea Takes On the World (Random House, 2006). 1 write regularly 
about China’s relations with its neighbors and the United States. 


China’s Water Crisis 

The People’s Republic of China, over the course of decades, has grossly misused and 
mismanaged its lakes, rivers, and streams. The resulting freshwater crisis, in the words of 
senior Beijing leaders, even threatens the existence of the Chinese state. As Wang 
Shucheng, a former water minister, tells us, “To fight for every drop of water or die: that 
is the challenge facing China” 

Beijing officials, unfortunately, act as if they believe their overblown rhetoric and are 
now fighting their neighbors for water. China, the world’s “hydro-hegemon,” is the 
source of river water to more countries than any other nation, controlling the headwaters 
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needed by almost half of the world’s population, in Central, South, and Southeast Asia as 
well as Russia. 

The People’s Republic has 14 land neighbors — 13 of them co-riparians — but is a party to 
no water-sharing treaties, refusing to even begin negotiations on water-sharing with other 
capitals. “No other country has ever managed to assume such unchallenged riparian 
preeminence on a continent by controlling the headwaters of multiple international rivers 
and manipulating their cross-border flows,” notes Brahma Chellaney in Water, Peace, 
and War: Confronting the Cdohal Water Crisis. As the noted water expert reports, the 
Chinese have commandeered Asia’s great rivers by completing on average one large dam 
a day since 1949. 

Until recently, those dams were located inside China’s borders. Now, however, Beijing 
is seeking to harness the water resources of one of its neighbors, Burma, for its own 
benefit. As it does so, it is encountering local resistance there, and as it encounters local 
resistance it is blaming the United States for its deteriorating relationships with that once 
pliant neighbor. The tendency of Chinese leaders to hold us responsible for their own 
failures can only worsen our ties with them in the years ahead. 


The Myitsone Dam 

In 2009, a Sino-Burmese consortium controlled by China Power Investment, a Chinese 
state-owned entity, began work on the Myitsone Dam, located at the headwaters of the 
Irrawaddy River. It will be the first dam on that vital waterway and a part of a seven-dam 
cascade, a $20 billion undertaking. 

Myitsone has been called Beijing’s attempt to export the Three Gorges Dam, and it is 
even more unpopular in Burma than that massive project is in China. The Burmese 
version has been called “a showcase” for the country’ s former military government, 
which signed the deal with China without public consultation. Therefore, those who 
disliked the junta — an overwhelming majority in the country — came out against the dam. 
And to make matters worse for Myitsone’s Beijing backers, the project became a symbol 
of Chinese exploitation of Burma, which the junta renamed Myanmar. It does not help 
that, in a power-starved nation, 90% of the dam’s electricity will be exported to southern 
China. 

The Burmese have condemned Myitsone for other reasons as well. The dam is located in 
Kachin State, a minority area, and the Kachins have been uniformly against it, not just the 
tens of thousands who have been or will be forced to move to avoid the waters. The dam 
will flood historical and cultural sites, including what is considered to be the birthplace of 
the country. The area that will be lost has been called one of the world’s “top 
biodiversity hotspots and a global conservation priority.” Downstream rice farmers 
expect that Myitsone will rob the river of crucial sediments. The dam is about 60 miles 
from a major fault line, and if it failed, it would flood Myikyina, the largest city in 
Kachin State. Says Ah Nan of Burma Rivers Network, an environmental group, “People 
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across the country have already clearly spoken, and said that the Myitsone dam is 
unacceptable.” 

It would be hard to design a project less popular than Myitsone, and so it should be no 
surprise that on September 30, 20 1 1 President Thein Sein, deferring to “the aspiration 
and wishes of the people,” issued a statement in Parliament suspending work on the dam. 


Beijing’s Reaction 

Burmese across the country were relieved at news of the suspension, but official China 
was angry. Within days Beijing found someone to blame: the United States. People 's 
Daily, the Communist Party’s flagship publication, started the attack by suggesting that 
the U S. and other Western nations pressured the Burmese government to stop work on 
Myitsone. As Yun Sun, now at the Stimson Center, wrote as early as the month 
following the suspension, “China has viewed anti -China sentiment bubbling in Myanmar 
as a conspiracy stirred up by the West and pro-Western nongovernmental organizations 
to undercut China’s national interests.” 

Unfortunately, the Chinese government has not changed its views since then. “Following 
its opening up, Myanmar has become a main battleground for the world’s major powers, 
and the Myitsone project has become a bargaining chip in the resulting geopolitical 
struggle,” stated People 's Daily on September 2, 2013 in an article entitled “China’s 
Enterprises Demonized on the Myanmar Hydroelectric Project, Sudden Suspension 
Causing Great Loss.” “Some analyses point out that Western countries, like the United 
States and Japan, will first have to ruin the Sino-Myanmar relationship in order to expand 
their influence in Myanmar and demonizing the Myitsone project is an opening. 
Wikileaks disclosed that the United States has provided assistance to groups that oppose 
the Myitsone dam project.” 

Similarly, the website of China Power Investment, the dominate partner in the project, 
now carries an August 14, 2013 piece from the Hong Kong newspaper that 

often acts as a mouthpiece for Beijing. The paper, reinforcing the Communist Party’s 
conspiratorial narrative, suggests that the Burmese government suspended Myitsone to 
curry favor with the West. 

The Chinese, says Kelley Currie of Project 2049 Institute, “still haven’t really figured out 
that they are operating in a new contexf’ in Burma. They see the U.S. lurking in the 
shadows and believe it is determined to undermine their plans. “The Chinese,” she points 
out, “are still holding on to this idea that we’re stirring up trouble and causing problems 
for them and if they can just get to the right people and throw money at the problem they 
can fix it.” 

The perceptions of Beijing officials show how much they misperceive what is happening 
just next door to them. There has indeed been a change in context, they have failed to 
take into account “local sensitivities” in Burma, and they have fixated on the United 
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States as if Washington was the cause of their misery. Beijing’s views show how out of 
touch authoritarian systems can be. 


America’s Hopes for China 

For more than four decades the United States has sought to engage the Chinese and bring 
them into the international system, yet after all this time we are still incorrectly perceived 
to be an enemy. The Myitsone dam episode, therefore, suggests that America’s 
fundamental approach to the People’s Republic may be failing and that it may not be 
possible for authoritarian states to maintain good relationships with democratizing 
societies, like Burma’s. 

Of course, the Myitsone dam, despite how hard People 's Daily tries to portray it, is not 
an American issue. What is important for us, however, is that Beijing’s first instinct was 
to blame the United States for its own failings in Burma. That certainly affects us and is 
a warning sign that we may never have good relations with China as long as the 
Communist Party rules. 

In short, the Myitsone fiasco suggests that China’s problem is not just water; it is also its 
authoritarianism. 
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Mr. Rohrabacher. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Goodtree. 

STATEMENT OF MR. DAVID GOODTREE, CO-CHAIR AND 
FOUNDER, SYMPOSIUM ON WATER INNOVATION 

Mr. Goodtree. Chairman Rohrabacher, Ranking Member 
Keating, and distinguished members of the committee. Thank you 
for the opportunity to testify before you today on about global 
water security. 

Is the mismatch between fresh water supply and rising demand 
inevitable and eternal? Or can it be brought into better balance, 
thereby reducing a primary reason for water conflict? 

While it is often taken as a given that water supply is unchange- 
able and that per capita demand can only increase, neither is true. 
Today, I would like to share with you an example of where both 
the supply and the demand curves for water have been bent. This 
new approach successfully changes the paradigm of water relation- 
ships from the historic approach of dividing up scarce resources to 
a new approach which achieves water independence, fosters on- 
going cooperation, and enables mutual economic empowerment. 

The solution I am describing is water technology or watertech. 
Watertech is biology, chemistry, physics, mechanical engineering 
and information technology deployed in novel ways to increase the 
supply and manage the demand of water. Watertech is a multi-bil- 
lion dollar industry in my State of Massachusetts that serves glob- 
al markets. I would like to speak about how our industry and coun- 
tries like Israel use watertech to increase international security. 

Israel has remarkably changed the supply and demand curves of 
water for itself and for its neighbors. Recognized as the world’s 
leading watertech innovator, the modern state of Israel was found- 
ed in a land of sand and swamp. Famously, Israel made the desert 
bloom through novel water management and the creation of drip 
irrigation. Today, Israel exports carrots to Russia because it can do 
so cheaper and with less resource consumption than Russia can 
itself But Israel’s rapid economic growth continued to tax its lim- 
ited natural water sources, while demand from its neighbors for the 
same water remained a serious source of conflict as mentioned by 
the chairman today and my distinguished fellow panelists. 

Israel made the decision to satisfy all its water needs by chang- 
ing the rules of supply and demand through the deployment of 
multiple forms of technology. Today, Israel is the world’s number 
one recycling country, reclaiming 75 percent of its water. Number 
two country, Spain, reclaims 17 percent. In desalination, 85 percent 
of Israel’s domestic consumption is supplied by turning Mediterra- 
nean sea water into drinking water and I can tell you it tastes 
great. 

Here is the bonus of this transformation which accrues to inter- 
national relations. Just last month, as ably described today, Israel, 
Jordan, and the Palestinian Authority announced an agreement to 
exchange fresh water, saltwater and desalinated water from where 
it exists or can be built to where it is needed. This Red Sea-Dead 
Sea Canal improves the lives of Jordanians, Palestinians and 
Israelis. There were two key enablers, going back 30 years, and 
more recently the will to get it done and the other enabler. 
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watertech. Notably, it was arranged by the principals primarily 
themselves without the glare of international mediators, albeit 
with important project finance from the World Bank. Watertech 
has enabled Israel to satisfy its water needs, diminished conflict, 
and enabled to form agreements with its neighbors based on oppor- 
tunity, not just avoiding hardship. 

Here is a second bonus of Israel’s success that goes well beyond 
its borders. Israeli companies are now bringing their demonstrated 
expertise around the world, changing the supply-demand balance 
globally: Using desalination in California, drip irrigation in India 
and China, smart water network installations on four continents. 
Israeli water technology is increasing availability and quality and 
reducing demand, while removing the remote cause of water con- 
flict. 

A particular favorite technology of mine is that the water in most 
bottles of Coca Cola in Europe is purified by an Israeli-invented 
treatment and we know that Coca Cola is necessary for global 
peace. 

In Massachusetts, we bring our state’s strength in innovation: 
Our multi-billion dollar watertech industry, academic research, and 
dozens of watertech startups to meet the needs of a thirsty world. 
We believe, in Massachusetts, that watertech is both good business 
and a strategically important national export. In the Q and A, I 
will be happy to identify some non-budgetary means that Congress 
can consider to enable water technology in service of global security 
interests. 

It has been appropriately noted that the American export of so- 
cial media has enabled open communication among oppressed peo- 
ple and thereby fosters freedom. In a similar vein, I submit today 
that water technology sustains life by creating clean and abundant 
supply while enabling economic opportunity and diffusing one of 
the most enduring sources of human conflict. 

Distinguished members, let us bend the water curve of supply 
and demand in the interest of peace and prosperity. Thank you for 
your interest. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Goodtree follows:] 
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Chairman Rohrabacher, Ranking Member Keating, and Distinguished Members of 
the Subcommittee. Thank you for the opportunity to testify before you today on 
about giobal water security. 

The Symposium on Water Innovation in Massachusetts is an association of 
industry executives focused on bringing clean, abundant water to global markets 
through innovative technoiogies created in the great state of Massachusetts. 

The Water Supply-Demand Imbalance 

Natural sources of water are limited and in fixed supply. Less than 3% of the 
earth's water is fresh water, and most of that is ice. Just 0.3% of the earth's 
water is surface water, the most accessible form available for human use. 

Yet, worldwide demand for water is accelerating due to: 1) rising population; 2) 
faster growth in diets rich in proteins that depend on agricultural production, and; 
3) expanding consumption of goods that contribute to standard of living, but 
which require water in their production, like your iPhone. This supply-demand 
mismatch is continually widening. 
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With fixed naturai suppiy and widening demand, confiict is common. War is the 
most extreme resuit, but other serious and damaging events inciude border 
disagreements, property rights disputes, economic harm, environmentai harm, 
and other consequences which are destabilizing at a minimum, affecting iong- 
term reiationships and trust within nations and between nations. These conflicts 
have taken piace across the giobe - between Maiaysia and Singapore for 
exampie, or Tajikistan and Uzbekistan - and closer to home in the "Tri-State 
Water Wars" of Aiabama, Fiorida, and Georgia, which remains unresoived to this 
day despite Congressionai action, or the recent Supreme Court review of the Red 
River Compact between Okiahoma and Texas, or hundreds of other exampies 
which have been weii-documented by the State Department, UNESCO, and the 
Pacific Institute. 

Depending upon the strength of each party in a water dispute, their aim may be 
to control the greatest share of water, or when addressed more amicably, to 
divide a finite pie fairly. Regardless, because supply is usually insufficient to 
meet demand, often no one is happy with the outcome. So the source of the 
conflict is not resolved. It comes back again another day, metastasized, while 
infiltrating other issues regarding political power, economic vitality, health, and 
even homeland security. 

Can the supply and demand mismatch be brought into better balance, thereby 
reducing a primary reason for water conflicts? 

Water Tech; Bending the Water Supply & Demand Curves 

It is often taken as a given that supply is fixed, and demand can only increase. 
Neither is true. Today I would like to share with you two examples of where both 
the supply and the demand curves for water have been bent. This new approach 
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is successful in changing the paradigm of neighboring water relationships -- from 
the historic approach of dividing up scarce resources -- to a new approach which 
achieves water independence, fosters ongoing cooperation, and enables mutual 
economic empowerment. 

The solution I'm describing is water technology, or "water tech." 

Water tech is biology, chemistry, physics, mechanical engineering, and 
information technology deployed in novel ways to increase the supply 
and manage the demand of water. 

These two words together are not part of an everday vocabulary, because 
historically we look only to negotiations and agreements and dams and 
allocations of fresh water to solve our global water challenges. But water tech 
brings new tools to the table that serve thirsty populations, enable economic 
development, and ameliorate crises. 

Water tech is a multi-billion-dollar industry in my home state of Massachusetts 
that serves global markets. I'd like to speak with you today how our industry, 
and notably Singapore and Israel use water tech to increase international 
security. 


Case Studies: Singapore, Israel 

Singapore became independent of Malaysia in 1965, but its dependence on 
Malaysia for water continued, which was made indelibly memorable when the 
Prime Minister famously threatened to cut Singapore's water supply. Without 
sufficient fresh water sources, and a growing economy, Singapore made a choice. 
It would engineer its water independence by increasing supply and managing 
demand through a program named "Water for All." It used "four taps" to do so: 
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imported water, new reservoirs, and two technoiogy taps: recycied water and 
desalination. Singapore's national commitment to these technologies of recycled 
water and desalination changed its position within a decade from dependence, 
constraint, and conflict, to abundance and the absence of conflict due to water 
disputes. The biggest drivers of the change were the adoption of these two 
technologies, which now supply 40% of all Singaporean water. An extra 
outcome of perhaps equal significance is that Singapore has used its success to 
become a global hub for water industry, attracting capital and a parade of 
international leaders to learn its methods. 

Israel has not only bent the water supply-demand curve for itself, but also for its 
neighbors. Israeli is recognized as the world's leading source of water tech 
innovation. The modern state of Israel was founded in a land of sand and 
swamp, and famously, Israel made the desert bloom through novel water 
management and the creation of drip irrigation. Today, Israel exports carrots to 
Russia - because it can do so cheaper and with less resource consumption, 
despite the fact that Russia borders the world's largest lake. 

Israel's rapid economic growth however continued to tax its very limited natural 
water resources, while demand from its neighbors for the same water sources 
remained a serious source of conflict. Israel made the decision to satisfy all its 
water needs - and restore its lakes — by making a national commitment to 
desalination and recycling. Today, Israel is the #1 water recycling country in the 
world, reclaiming 75% of its water, with #2 Spain coming in at 17%. And in 
desalination, 85% of Israel's domestic consumption is supplied by turning 
Mediterranean Sea water into drinking water - and I can tell you it tastes great. 
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Now here's the kicker. Just last month, Israel, Jordan, and the Palestinian 
Authority announced an agreement to exchange fresh water, salt water, 
desalinated water, and brine (the byproduct of desalination) from where it exists 
or can be built, to where it is needed. This project, known as the Red Sea - Dead 
Sea Canal, improves the lives of Jordanians, Palestinians, and Israelis. There 
were two key enablers - the will to get it done and energy-efficient desalination. 
Notably, it was arranged by the principals themselves, without the glare of 
international mediators, although the World Bank played an important role in 
project finance. 

Israeli innovation in drip irrigation, scaled-up desalination, water recycling, smart 
water networks that cut water loss, novel water treatment methods, and other 
water tech is satisfying its water needs, diminishing a source of conflict, and 
importantly, enabled it to form new agreements with it neighbors based on 
opportunity, not just avoiding hardship. 

In my written testimony, I call your attention to a Wall Street Journal editorial 
from this week which thoughtfully addresses this specific topic. 
http://online.wsj.eom/news/articIes/SB10001424052702303345104579282062737273526 

With its great success bending the curves of water supply and demand, Israeli 
companies are bringing their water tech expertise around the world, changing the 
supply-demand balance globally. For example, the largest desal plant in the 
Americas, a $lb project in California, is being designed by an Israeli firm (with 
project finance from a Massachusetts company), which will lessen conflict 
between southern California and its neighbors. And, the top drip irrigation 
companies are Israeli, bringing abundant food production to parched places 
around the world. The best regarded smart water network company, with 
installations from Europe to South America to Australia, is Israeli. And, the 
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water in most bottles of Coca-Cola in Europe is run through a treatment process 
using Israeli technology. And we know that Coca Cola is necessary for global 
peace. 

In my state of Massachusetts, we see water tech as a way to solve the problem of 
inexhaustible demand and fixed supply of water. We bring our state's 
characteristic strength in innovation, and our billion-$ water tech companies, and 
dozens of water tech start-ups to meet the needs of thirsty global buyers. We 
believe that water tech is both good business, and a strategically-important 
national export which creates water security by bringing supply and demand in 
sync. 


Enabling Water Tech to Serve U.S. Global Security Interests 

What can Congress do to enable water tech to serve our global security interests? 
The US is a tough market for new water tech to succeed, and as a result, we lag 
behind other nations in attracting water tech and exporting water tech to help 
ameliorate water security crises. Here are four methods that enhance our ability 
to use water tech as a tool of advancing US foreign policy interests; 

1) The overall US partnership with Israel around R&D is an enormous benefit 
to our economy, and to advancing our interests globally. HR 3683, The US- 
Israel Energy Cooperation Enhancement Act, expands the existing 
collaboration in energy R&D to now include water. The more we can 
leverage cooperative advances with Israel in water tech to correct supply- 
demand imbalances, the more we can defuse global water conflict. The bill 
was approved last month by voice vote in the Energy & Commerce 
Committee, and both the House and Senate version awaits a floor vote. 
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2) The Clean Water State Revolving Fund, administered by the ERA, has been 
enormously successful helping states to build and maintain water 
infrastructure. But the loan terms are understood by the states to 
discourage the use of new technoiogy because penalties are assessed for 
approaches that fail. Without risking the water supply, terms can be made 
less onerous so that states will be more likely to choose new approaches 
that have better results, versus sticking with inefficient methods. Once 
proven in the US, water tech has a better chance of succeeding abroad in 
water conflict hotspots. 

3) ERA review of new technology is a necessary to protect public health and 
the environment, but often the agency is unable to approve new technology 
because it does not have the processes to evaluate it. As a result, the US is 
often seen as a less desirable place to invent or deploy new water tech. To 
rectify the situation, ERA evaluative mechanisms can be streamlined to keep 
up with advancements that meet our needs at home, while being promoted 
abroad to increase water independence globally. 

4) The Export Import Bank is an essential credit source for exporting American 
goods, but water tech is not identified as one of its eight key industries, and 
the key countries it targets do not correspond closely to where water 
conflict is occurring. Congress can engage the Bank to align its programs 
with US foreign policy interests around defusing water disagreements. 

If water tech is to be seen as a worthy instrument in our foreign relations toolbox 
to address global water security, then leveraging U.S. R&D funds, global 
partnerships, project finance mechanisms, and regulatory process is essential to 
addressing water supply-demand imbalances and defuse crises. 
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It's been appropriately noted that the American export of social media has 
enabled open communication among oppressed people, and thereby fosters 
freedom. 

In a similar vein, I submit today that water tech sustains life by creating clean 
and abundant supply, while enabling economic opportunity, and defusing one of 
the most enduring sources of human conflict. 

Thank you for your interest. 
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Mr. Rohrabacher. Thank you very much and thanks to all the 
witnesses today. 

This has heen very thought-provoking testimony and it is the 
Chair’s intent to have 3 minute questioning of our witnesses and 
then we will have a second round. Votes were scheduled in about 
15 minutes. 

Ms. Moynihan, could you tell us what impact does China’s occu- 
pation of Tibet and thus the control of this water, how does that 
impact on India and India-China conflict? 

Ms. Moynihan. Well, the north-south water diversion program 
that you had questioned, saw the slide, would be an absolute catas- 
trophe for the people of India and Bangladesh because the Brahma- 
putra is one of the main sources of fresh water for eastern Indian 
and for all of Bangladesh. The Chinese, as Gordon also noted, re- 
fused to engage in any negotiations. They refused to sign any trea- 
ties for water sharing. India and Pakistan have for many years had 
a treaty on sharing of the Indus River. But China won’t engage and 
they continue to demonize the Dalai Lama and I forgot to mention 
over 200 military incursions into India in 2013 from Tibet. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. And Mr. Goodtree, just to note that in Or- 
ange County, California, we have one of the most sophisticated, 
technologically sophisticated water companies, water commitments, 
public and private, but we reclaim our water and use it nine times 
before it actually goes into the ocean. That type of reclamation, is 
any of that going on in Jordan or any of these other places that 
we have been talking about? 

Mr. Goodtree. There is water reclamation certainly going on 
throughout the world. It requires an investment, but to your point 
it is reused over and over and over again. So in essence it is called 
new water. Singapore is a particularly excellent case that has used 
reclamation as one of its four taps or sources of water to reduce its 
dependence and separate itself from Malaysia in terms of conflict. 
So yes, reclamation is growing significantly. For example, in Spain, 
Singapore and places throughout the world including Southern 
California. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. Thank you very much. Mr. Keating? 

Mr. Keating. You have covered so much ground. I just want to 
hit on a couple of points. 

Mr. Goodtree, you mentioned that the U.S. can be of assistance 
in non-budgetary ways. I am curious about that and also to our 
panelists, I am concerned, too, two of the panelists referenced nat- 
ural disasters, earthquakes. Can you comment on what some of 
those — the results of those would be. So if I could quickly have the 
answers to those questions. 

Mr. Goodtree. Thank you. Congressman Keating. The U.S. is a 
tough market for new water technology to succeed at home. And as 
a result, we lag behind other nations in attracting water technology 
entrepreneurs and exporting water technology to help ameliorate 
water security crises. Briefly, here are four methods that can en- 
hance our ability to use water technology as a tool to advance U.S. 
foreign policy interests. 

First, the overall U.S. partnership with Israel around R&D is an 
enormous benefit to our economy in life sciences, information tech- 
nology and social media, but not yet in water. HR 3683, the U.S.- 
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Israel Energy Cooperation Enhancement Act expands the existing 
collaboration in energy R&D to include water. The more we can le- 
verage cooperative advances with Israel in watertech to correct 
supply-demand imbalances around the globe, the more we can dif- 
fuse global conflict. The bill was approved last month by a voice 
vote in the House Energy and Commerce Committee and it awaits 
a floor vote. 

Second, the Clean Water State Revolving Fund, SRF, adminis- 
tered by the ERA, has been enormously successful helping states 
to build and maintain water infrastructure. But the loan terms dis- 
courage the use of technology because penalties are assessed for 
approaches that fail. Without risking the water supply, terms can 
be made less onerous so that states will be more likely to choose 
new approaches that have better results versus sticking with ineffi- 
cient methods. Once proven in the U.S., watertech has a better 
chance of succeeding aborad in water conflict hotspots. 

Third, EPA review of new technology is necessary to protect pub- 
lic heath and the environment, but often the Agency is unable to 
approve new technology because it does not have processes to 
evaluate them. As a result, the U.S. is often seen as a less desir- 
able place to invent or deploy watertech. To rectify the situation, 
EPA evaluative mechanisms can be streamlined to keep up with 
advances that meet our needs at home while being promoted 
abroad. 

Fourth, and finally, the Export-Import Bank is an essential cred- 
it source for exporting American goods, but watertech is not identi- 
fied as one of its eight key industries and the key countries it tar- 
gets do not correspond closely to where water conflict occurs. Con- 
gress can engage the Bank to align its programs with U.S. foreign 
policy interests regarding water security. 

Mr. Chang. Ranking Member Keating, the Myitsone Dam is just 
upstream from the largest city in Kachin state. There have been 
various estimates about the number of people who would be inun- 
dated and killed in a dam burst, somewhere to 100,000. I don’t 
know if the numbers are reliable, but we do know that, for in- 
stance, the 2008 earthquake in Sichuan Province was undoubtedly 
caused by the water in reservoir very close to the fault line and 
that was absolutely devastating. So people expect the same thing 
in Burma if the dam is allowed to proceed. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. And from the testimony we have just had, we 
see that China is obviously being perhaps reckless in their location 
of these dams, much less reckless in terms of the international 
peace, but also for the safety of the people who live near the dams. 

Mr. Marino? 

Mr. Marino. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chang, whereas I 
am not an expert on China, I have studied China most of my life, 
been to China. China is a very wealthy country. It has wrapped its 
arms around capitalism and loves it. Still a dictatorship, a brutal 
country. Constantly violates human rights, has no concern for the 
environment. Possesses one half of the U.S. outside debt, spending 
money all over the world, investments we should call them, build- 
ing its military at an unbelievable rate and buying gold up by the 
boatloads. 
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Given all that, it is 1.3 going on 1.4 billion people, the Com- 
munist Party is still very strong and I think that in my lifetime 
I will not see that change. What do we do, what does the United 
States and its allies do to at least curtail the activities of China on 
a wide variety of bases? 

Mr. Chang. That is a very important question. It goes to the core 
of American foreign policy because right now the United States al- 
most doesn’t have a China policy. We are reacting to the bellig- 
erence that we have seen in Beijing over the last 2 V 2 years, espe- 
cially the last 3 or 4 months. But essentially what I think goes to 
the core of what we should be doing is to reassess our policy and 
approach to China because for more than four decades we have 
tried to engage the Chinese and bring them into the international 
system. 

Mr. Marino. But can we do that alone? I think not. And given 
the fact that the trade that goes on around the world, the United 
States is one of the biggest importers of Chinese products. I am at 
a loss at this point other than total non-trade with China to have 
any impact whatsoever and I don’t see that in the future from the 
U.S.’s perspective. So what do we get down to — let us get down to 
the nitty-gritty, let us get down to the basics as to how do we ap- 
proach this with China? 

Mr. Chang. I think we need to reassess and understand that our 
fundamental policies just have not been working. On a broad array 
of issues, there are specific things we should be doing and I would 
be more than pleased to work with your staff on what I think 
needs to be done. But certainly, we need to reassess things because 
China is moving in directions that are extremely troubling and 
have not been predicted by the architects of America’s China poli- 
cies. 

Mr. Marino. They are like the bully on the elementary play- 
ground. They are twice as big as everyone else. They really do not 
care and there is no one who can at this point step up to them and 
se them back. 

Mr. Chang. We can do that if we have the will. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. And Mr. Blumenauer. 

Mr. Blumenauer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Again, I appreciate 
your courtesy. I am wondering just taking a page out of the conclu- 
sion of the chairman’s opening remarks, and Mr. Marino’s appro- 
priate concern about China and what you all have said, if there 
would be an opportunity for the United States to focus on water 
technology and international agreements in South Asia that wheth- 
er it is what we do with the World Bank, it is what we do in terms 
of initiatives through the United Nations, through bilateral and 
multi-lateral efforts that we try and focus more aggressive on 
water solutions, that we could work, again globally, on the panoply 
of threats, not just with climate change, but seismic events we 
have seen throughout the region. 

Is there a way that we could just sort of zero in in a cooperative 
way with the partners, if as Ms. Moynihan pointed out, if India 
and Pakistan, for heaven’s sakes, can have an agreement on the 
Indus River, is this an area that we could deal with the Mekong, 
that we could promote more cooperation and thoughtfulness and let 
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the force of the ideas and about 2 billion people outside China who 
depend on this resource to be able to build some momentum? 

I welcome comments from any of you in this regard. 

Ms. Moynihan. The problem is that the Chinese refuse to dis- 
cuss Tibet. 

Mr. Blumenauer. I want to be clear. I am not talking about 
China at this point. I am talking about moving with India, with 
Pakistan, with Thailand, with Vietnam to try and develop both 
the — refine the factual elements that you talked about in terms of 
threats and opportunities and build some momentum and some un- 
derstanding in the region and the world stage. 

Mr. Chang. I think the one thing that we can do is certainly 
work with the Association of Southeast Asian Nations, ASEAN, be- 
cause ASEAN has been trying to find issues upon which it can co- 
operate. And this is one issue that affects most of them. Of course, 
the big country outside of ASEAN that is affected by these water- 
sharing issues is India, but it would be very easy for ASEAN to 
form a partnership with India and the United States, just as 
ASEAN has formed what is called ASEAN plus three which is 
ASEAN, China, Japan, and South Korea. So there is precedent for 
ASEAN to do this. It is the organization that I think is in place 
and is perhaps the most willing to take up issues of this sort. 

Mr. Blumenauer. Thank you. Thank you very much, Mr. Chair. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. We will continue probably until the vote is 
called which should be within the 15 minutes, so we will proceed 
with a second round of questions. And first of all, we have noted 
here that India and Pakistan have been able to reach an agree- 
ment. Thank you. India and Pakistan have reached an agreement. 
The Palestinians, and Jordanians and the Israelis — if we can have 
countries with that deep a difference and that long-term conflict 
that has existed between these people reach agreement, that is a 
comment, that itself is a comment on the challenge we face with 
China who has been unwilling to reach any agreements with any 
of these countries that we are talking about. That is a comment on, 
I believe, the government and the attitude of the ruling clique that 
runs Beijing. 

About technology — well, first of all, let me ask Mr. Sharp, how 
much water actually — fresh water, will be provided by the Dead 
Sea to Red Sea project in proportion, is it 10 percent of the water 
needs for Jordan and Israel? What are we talking about here? 

Mr. Sharp. Mr. Chairman, all the information that I have been 
to glean about this project has been from open sources. The actual 
agreement has not been publicly released just yet. In essence, Jor- 
dan will be desalinating about 80 million cubic meters, using 30 of 
it in its own country and sending 50 to Israel. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. What is that in reference to the entire water 
consumption of Jordan? 

Mr. Sharp. I don’t know. I would have to get back to you. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. Are we talking about 5 percent or 1 percent? 

Mr. Sharp. I don’t think it is insignificant, but I don’t think 

Mr. Rohrabacher. You can get to me on that. I think it would 
be important for us to know that, if it is a significant amount. 

And Mr. Goodtree, in terms of technology development and the 
availability of water, Lockheed Corporation, I believe it was, an- 
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nounced several months ago of a breakthrough of water desaliniza- 
tion technology. It is a new type of material that can serve as part 
of the membrane in water desalinization process. Have you looked 
at that at all and what impact do you think that will have on some 
of these issues? 

Mr. Goodtree. There is enormous development going on in 
membrane technology which enables higher through-put when the 
water goes through to filter out impurities. There is a number of 
multi-billion dollar companies in my state, Lockheed is not one of 
them so I am not familiar with its research. And in particular, one 
of the most exciting new technologies, there are a few of them. One 
is called forward osmosis which is a different form of desalination 
which is being created in my state by a company called Oasis 
Water. And also nanomaterial membranes, a lot of great research 
and some commercialization out of MIT is making a huge dif- 
ference. 

I would like to just state, if I can comment on Mr. Blumenauer’s 
last question which was the idea about neighbors around China. It 
is not about the agreement with the Chinese or let us say whatever 
country is holding on to or hoarding that resource, but it is estab- 
lishing water independence through establishment of new sources 
of water through technology, new water, which is whether desali- 
nation or recylination or lowering demand through technology 
again such as drip irrigation. So it is about establishing, we think, 
about oil independence. This is water independence through inde- 
pendent sources and basically break that link between the hoard- 
ing country and the needy country. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. Yes, if you can, obviously, producing more 
wealth is something that at least from the Chair’s perspective bet- 
ter than the idea of trying to distribute a lack of wealth. 

Mr. Goodtree. Exactly. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. And let me just note, I am the vice chairman 
of the Science Committee and water is one of my top priorities in 
terms of my own personal priorities as you can see in this hearing. 

Mr. Goodtree. Yes. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. Let me just, Mr. Keating, you may proceed. 

Mr. Keating. Well, we are up against a rollcall, but I wanted to 
just give you a chance to comment on one aspect that has been 
touched upon, but it is very important behind this. And that is the 
fact that a lot of these dams that were there, they are also sources 
of energy, the hydro power and with the difference in technology 
available in our production and use of energy, could this have an 
effect, too, in terms of independence of these other countries? Be- 
cause it is not just the water purity, it is also a source of power 
that this creates problems and instability in other countries. If you 
would just like to comment on that aspect, the energy aspect of 
this. 

Ms. Moynihan. Well, of course, the hydro dams do produce res- 
ervoirs and energy and in Chinese-occupied Tibet, most of that is 
going to industrial development. And there is one issue I wanted 
to mention is that China is also rapidly building mines at the 
source of a lot of the rivers so they are creating long-term pollution 
that will go downstream to the other riparian nations. And that 
could be a whole other hearing. 
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Mr. Rohrabacher. But that is very relevant, extremely relevant 
in the discussion of water in terms of countries that are permitting 
that type of pollution which then again eliminates that as a source 
for their neighbors and thank you for bringing that up. I think it 
is important. 

Mr. Marino? 

Mr. Marino. Mr. Chang and anyone else who wants to enlighten 
me on this, let us say for example we do — are able to convince 
India and Pakistan and Vietnam and Laos and Burma to coalesce 
and understand the fact that we have to have some effect on China 
in order to resolve this Chinese issue. What would we do collec- 
tively? Would we say we are not going to trade with you any more 
which I don’t think is going to be too devastating to China. If you 
could name one or two facts or entities as to what specifically we 
could do with China? 

Mr. Chang. I think that if you had all of the countries in the re- 
gion including India and the United States have a unified stand, 
maybe China would listen, but I really doubt it. Because what we 
have seen so far on a number of issues, some critical to the na- 
tional security of the United States that we have not been able to 
move the Chinese in better directions. If we can’t do it on those 
issues, it is very unlikely that countries in the region can do this 
with respect to China. 

Right now, you have a Chinese political system in distress. You 
have a lot of intense in-fighting at the top and I am not so sure 
that Beijing can maintain good relations with other countries in- 
cluding the United States. So at this point, I think that basically 
we have to just sit by and watch 

You have got to remember that the indisagreement between 
India and Pakistan was because India made a decision that it 
wanted peace. China has yet to make that decision. And until it 
does so, there is all sorts of things we can try, but I am sure that 
they will be ineffective. 

Mr. Marino. With my visits there and conversations with leaders 
and people in the government, they are not going to — those in con- 
trol are not going to relinquish control. I mean they would take — 
it would take a massive civil war within China to make that 
change, if it could be made which I think it cannot. So my position 
is if and until communism is defeated in China, there is no answer 
to the solution. 

Mr. Chang. I agree. 

Ms. Moynihan. I agree. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. Just a note for my friend that those of us 
who spent a considerable part of our life fighting communism, I 
don’t know any of us who predicted that the communist regime in 
Moscow would crumble either. Nobody thought that would happen 
and 

Ms. Moynihan. Senator Moynihan predicted it in 1979. Left a 
long paper trail. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. Well said, well said. And he was making it 
happen, too. But it was something that many of us, I should say, 
if not most of us would never have predicted. When President 
Reagan launched what I considered to be the strategy that won 
that victory in the Cold War which was helping those people who 
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were struggling for freedom, rather than just depending on Amer- 
ican military might to deter the leaders of the Soviet Union, we ac- 
tually began supporting in a big way the Lech Walesas of the 
world, but also the mujahideen, also the contras in Latin American 
which drained all of the willpower as well as the resources from 
Moscow and I would suggest that perhaps a strategy of helping 
those people in China who are struggling for democracy may well 
be the best strategy and that we should put that same kind of em- 
phasis that Reagan put on it for breaking down the Soviet Union. 

Mr. Marino. Would the chairman yield for a second? 

Mr. Rohrabacher. I certainly would. 

Mr. Marino. I would like to see that happen, too, but we are 
talking about two different ideologies between the then Soviet 
Union and China, the numbers of people, the numbers of 
uneducated people, the resources available, and the access to out- 
side information to the Chinese people which really doesn’t exist at 
this point. And given the fact that you had the right people at the 
right time, you had Reagan, you had several leaders in Russia, at 
least leaning in that direction. I see no indication of the hierarchy 
or the military leaders of the government leaning in any direction 
other than to take more control over natural resources, minerals, 
oil, gas, you name it, and the land is the primary goal. I yield back. 
Thank you. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. We will have a long talk about that some 
time. I am actually more optimistic because of my experience with 
Russia and again, just total surprise that we were able to achieve 
that goal in that short a period of time when President Reagan put 
that strategy down. 

Let me just close here with a very — first of all, Mr. Keating, 
would you like closing statement? 

Mr. Keating. I am fine. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. Mr. Marino, would you like a closing state- 
ment? 

Mr. Marino. I am fine. 

Mr. Rohrabacher. Let me thank the witnesses today. We have 
heard a great deal of information coming at this issue from dif- 
ferent perspectives and Mr. Goodtree, I certainly appreciated, you 
added a whole new flavor to this and we appreciate Mr. Keating 
inviting you and of course, Mr. Sharp, your detailing of the Dead 
Sea to Red Sea project is invaluable. This subcommittee will be 
going very shortly on a trip to Israel and that information will be 
invaluable to us. 

And as far as Ms. Moynihan and Mr. Chang, you have detailed 
for us and provided us information that I hope that every Member 
of Congress could hear because it really does exemplify the horrific 
challenge that we face with this regime in Beijing that is running, 
bullying its neighbors, running roughshod over early concerns like 
how much water is going to be and even to the point that they are, 
as you point out, Ms. Moynihan, they are not only consuming the 
water and preventing their neighbors from having this, it is sort 
of an act of aggression, but they are also polluting the water with- 
out remorse. These are things that we need to focus on and we 
need to deal with them in a tough way so we can make some 
progress in this area. But the most important thing, the world will 



79 


be a better place when we have water and energy that will uplift 
all of mankind and these challenges with China and elsewhere, we 
need to make sure that we are increasing the supply of water for 
humankind and the availability of clean water to people so they 
can live healthy lives and that so many resources are not sucked 
out of a system to take care of the health of people whose health 
is being dragged down by improper water and by water that is not 
well. 

I appreciate all of your insights today and this hearing is now 
adjourned. 

[Whereupon, at 11:32 a.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.] 
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